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LETTERS, Ge. 
LETTER I. 

Dear Sir, Ae | 
S you deſire to have my judgment 
A for the confirmation of your opinions, 
or the conviction of your miſtakes, 


reſpecting the Confeſſional, you ought not to 
be offended, if 1 give it without reſerve. 


Hear then, Sir, in one word, my judgment— 
The de/ign of the author of the Confeſſional 
«« you have ſet ir in an 5 and falſe light. 
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« Your 
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« Your arguments in favour of the right, as 
<«« well as of the utility, of requiring ſuch 
* ſubſcription as the queſtion hath reſpe to, 
are inconcluſive, Your attempting to vin- 
& dicate the lawfulneſs of a latitude in ſub- 

* ſeribing, not to mention the concern it 
&« gives me on another more important con- 


« ſideration, is inconſiſtent with your plea for 
te the utility of ſubſcription. Your objections 


* to, and refleQions upon, the "expedient of- 


1 fered by our author, to put this matter of 
« ſubſcription upon a beiter footing, ſtrike 
* equally againſt all expedients, and too plainly 
* indicate what turn _— are ; Intended to 
tt ſerve.” | 


J am : 
Sir, 
Your meff obedient bumble Servant, &c. 
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LETTER, IL 
\ I JITHOUT- any apology, Sir, for the 
v Y franknefs with which I have given 
you my judgment upon your remarks on the 
Confeſſional, I proceed to ſupport it by a 


conſideration of what you have advanced. 
And firſt, for the deſign of the Confeflional. 


The Confeffional, you tell us, Zowever it 
may appear, at firſt fight, to be urote in 
« favour of the. protefiant cauſe, appears to you 
« fo aim at more than perhaps the author. is 
" <illing, at preſent, to acknowledge.” — An 
inſinuation this, that the Confeſſional may not 
appear, on a ſecond ſight, or more attentive 
peruſal, to have been written in favour of the 
proteſtant cauſe. Your ſecond letter is wholly 
taken up with attempting to ſhew, that the 
Na =, author's 
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(4) 
author's real deſign is different from that 
which he in general groſeſſes to have: And at 
page 154, after having hinted it in almoſt 
every preceding page, you ſpeak out yobr 
apprehenſion, that the tendeticy of the 
& arguments in 'the' Confeſſional is entirely t 
& 7#bvert the eccleſiaſtical eſtabliſhment itſelf. 


Sven is the light in which you have ſet 
the deſgn of our author. Ah, Sir, how little 
regard is due to proſeffions of candour in a 
Controverſialiſt! *I am far,” faid ' you, 
* from wiſhing to ſet our author's defign in 


© ah odfous light.” * 2 


Tubr's, ke. 
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LETTER n 


F R b 1 the toni of the e 
which you have brought againſt our au- 
thor, teſpecting the aim and de/ign of the Con- 
feſſional, I paſs on, Sir, to conſider the ground 
on which you would fupport that charge. 


Tax real defiph of this noted work, 
though you own only further reformation of 
the articles is in general pleaded for, is yet, 
you apprehend, to ſhew, * Thar all ecclyfafti- 
* cal eftabliſhments, with a taft of principles, are 
« wniteful*" Many pireubir Efes 
in your judgment, import no leſs; and the 
whole tenour of the arguments confirm it. 
Thoſe expreſſions, which you have produced 
as ſelect inftances, T (hall firſt examine with 
25 much brevity, 28s 4 cotnpliance with your 
* will admit of. oy 
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Oux author has ſaid, . The foleration con- 
c tended for by the advocates religious Free- 
dom, was abſolute liberty, juſt and true liber- 
<c ty, equal and impartial liberty, upon the prin- 
8 © ciple, that neither fingle perſons, nor churches, 
&« nay, nor even commonwealths, have any Juſt 
« title to invade the, civil rights and orldly 
* goods of each other, upon pretenceof religion.” * 
This is the firſt inſtance you bring in proof 
of our author's deſign, being to ſhow, Tat 
all ecclefiaſtical eftabliſhments, with a teft of 
principles, are unlawful. On comparing theſe 


two propoſitions with the greateſt attention, 
I am not able to perceiye ſuch an agreement 


between them, as ſhould lead me to infer the 
latter from the former. Certainly there appears 
to be no neceſſary, no immediate connection be- 
tween the two. On the contrary, I find no dif- 
ficulty in conceiving the law fulneſs of an eccle- 
ſiaſlical eſtabliſhment, with a teſt of principles, 
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* Confeſſional, preface to the firſt edition, page ge ef the 
ſecond edition. 9 


1 Letters, page 3. 


171 8 
on the reafoning of the advocates of religious 
freedom; nay, an ecclefiaſtical eſtabliſhment, 
which has a purely ſcriptural teſt of principles, 
without any mixture of human and dubious 
principles, I cannot conceive (ſuch is my no- 
tion of goſpel- liberty) to come ſhort of that 
abſolute, juſt, true, equal and impartial liberty, 
which is contended for. | To me, therefore, it 
is no proof of a delign to ſubvert all eccleſiaſtical 
eſtabliſhments, that our author is found in 
company with theſe unreſerved advocates for 
religious freedom.—But let us ſee how you 
arrive at Jer concluſion. Ins 


on "le you argue, as our r author all along 
call the requiring ſubſcription an unjuſt in- 

« pofttion, and invaſion of Chriſtian liberty, he 
© muft look upon all ſuch requiring of ſubſcription, 
t to be an invaſion of the liberty be contends 
for; and conſequently unlawful.”* Here are 
N N two 
* Letters, page 3. 


Ag 


two things which prevent my admitting the 
proof, —Qne is, that whereas you affirm, 
that our author 4, along calls the requiring 
ſubſcriptions an unjuſi impoſition and invaſion 
of Chriſtian liberty ; 1 do not know that he hath 
once called it ſo: And as, upon this ſuggeſtion 
of your's, I have carefully ſearched. the Con- | 
ſeſſional, and don't ſind it to be che caſe, and 
moreover find, that the author has aQually ac- 
know ledged che ſeaſonableneſs of requiting ſub- 
{cription of a certain kind, I have ſurely great 
reaſon to believe, that you aſſert this upon no 
juſt ground, —The other thing is, that I cannot 
be certain of your meaning in faying, * all 
« ſuch requiring of ſubſcription.” '—All ſuch as 
what ?— Would you not ſhew, that our au- 
thor is againſt all ſubſcription ?—That be aims 
at the ſabverfion of all eccleſiaſtical eſtabliſh- 
ments, with a teſt of principles? —lIs not the 
expreſſion we are now conſidering fixed upon 
as importing 70 leſs? —lt is difficult therefore to 
underſtand what you refer to, when you ſay, 

* ſuch 


[bg] 


+ ſuch.. requiring , of . ſubſcription.” — But yoy 
add, nay, the very force of.. the argument 
4 * depends upon this ſenſe of bis expreſſion 3 | 
4 * becauſe be is here endeavering.. eq ſhew, that | 
« the tgl. act er any teſt act requiring religious ; 
40 « conformity, it ſuch an invafon.” *—In v which a 
alſo you are under a miſtake ; For he is here 
only ſpeakiog of te teſt Jaws, religious teſts, en- 
Joined ; as a qualification. for. holdiog | civil of- 


n 


ices; ; which have been eſteemed by very 
eminent men, and thoſe no friends to eocleſi. 
aſtical anarchy, to be indefenüble, « upon the 
« principle, that neither ſingle perſons, nor 
I churches, nay, not even commonyealths, | 
Y have joſt title to invade the civil rights « and 
KC worldly goods of each other, upon pretence 
0 of religion.” "The queſtion. here is not, 
whether ecclefiaſtical eftabliſhment, with a 
telt of priociples, be Jaeful o. or bot! Ba, 


Whether a, certain circumſtance i in our, or any 
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ted e on we principle of toleration? "This i is 
evident from the manner in which our author's 
remarks on this ſabjeRt of teſt Jaws are intro- 
duced. « | ſhall,” fays he; W for the preſent 
* content myſelf with a foo F upon 
« one intereſting circumſlance in our preſent 
ec « eſtabliſhment. So that your concluding, 
chat he entertains the deſign of ſubverting our 
preſent eccleſiaſtical eſtabliſhment, from this 
| expreſſion under confideration, ſeems to be 
owing to your r milapprehenfion of his argument 

in this place, which is not to ſhew, that any 
teſt. act requicing any religious conformity is 
an invaſion of chriſtian liberty, (for a feriptural 
teſt is allowed of, and even pleaded for) but 
| that ſuch kind of teſts, as he there treats of, 
are inequitable, are defects and blemiſhes in 
thoſe ecclefiaſtical eſtabliſhments which admit 


them, and are not to be ſupported but on ſuch 
_ reaſoning as would deſtroy à toleration, in the 
e a 


5 Price u bñ dion, page 46. 
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| AxoTHER. expreſſion, , which you quote 2s 
pe inſtance , of the author's defign, is the fol- | 
lowing, [Confeflional, chap. 1. -pag. 24, 251 
© The practice of requiring ſubſcription to human 
e explications of chriſtian doc rine, is now con- 
. ** fidered and treated; by many different forts of 
L. K writers, as an unwarrantable encroach- 
ment on chriſtian liberty” . The matter is 
here, you think, plain with regard to all ſub- 
: SB « except, ſuch. as is mentioned in 
page 17 of this chapter... And is not that, 
would, af nn material and exien- 
_five exception, 
. that his deſign is far from being, to (Forage 
even to oppoſe all eccleſiaſtical, cſtabliſhments 
with a teſt of principles : ut what have you 
to ſay to our author's admitting the teaſonable- 
neſs of requiring ſubſcription to the declar«tians 
contained in pag. 382, 383 ?—You will tell 
me, perhaps, that this is much of the ſame 
kind with the exception mentioacd above, and 
C 2 which 
| ® Letters, page 3- 


5 explications of chriſtian dictrine, without the 


12 

which you proßoſe to collider heteafter, Be it 
fo. In the mean time, you are to take notice, 
that, in the exprefſion we have to do with at 
preſent, our author doth not Ueliver bis own 
ſentiments upon the practice of requiring fub- 
ſcription, but only obſerves, how it is now 
conſidered and treated by many different forts 
' Senſible "Writers; and he is hot to anſwer for 
their opinions. But, admitting that we are to 
look upon this as 2 declaration of bis bn opi- 
nion on the caſe, yet the ing! here obe cted 
to, is not the eſtabliſhing any teſt of principles, 
or the requiring ſubſcription at all, but only 
the practice of requiring | fubſcription to human 


leaft hint at the unlawfulneſs of an ecclefialtical 
eſtabliſhment, with a N e teſt of ma 
bag 5 

Or "A fame kind is ima n 
you urge from . page 26, vix. 
2 All | 


{[ 33 J 


« All impoſed ſubſcriptions ts articles. of faith, 
* and religious dudrine, conceived in anſcripturd! 
* terms, and enforced! by buman authority, art 
* utterly unvarrantable.”* What. has been 
obſerved, therefore, on the preceding inſtance, 
may ſuffice to expoſe: the *weakneſs of this. 
I ſhall only add, that at page 14, you yo 
ſelf. have obſerved, that our author acknow- 
ledges the equity of requiring ſome ſubſcription. 
The iavidiqus-infinuation, which is ſubjoined 
to the quotation laſt mentioned, "of the author's 
artful concealment of his full deſign, and your 
ſuſpicion of his connection with the candid ' 
Diſquiſitors, - ſhall be, paſſed by; my purpoſe 

at preſent being only to convince you, that 
theſe three expreſſions in the Caonfeſfional. 
which you. have ſelected 28 particular i inſtances 

of the author's aim to ſubvert all eccleſiaſtical 
eſtabliſhments, are far from being latisfactory 
joſtances thereof, and that 7 afford not 
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any juſt ground. for the unfayourable ſuſpicion 
which you have taken up ageinſt this eminent 
_ or the pure. As of. &avine 
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* E expreſſions, which you have ſelected 
as particular inſtances of the real deſign 
W the Confeſſional, having been confidered, 
1 come briefly to ſhew you, that your ſuſ- 


picion bas no better ground from the whole 
tenour of the arguments 
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r put," Joh "ile; 208 iy Ir dpa 
« propoſed in the iti. page, concerninꝝ the right 
in general of eſtubliſting confeſſions?" *=To 
which 1 anſwer: If it be ſo, yet the propoſing 
ſuch an enquiry doth not neceſſarily imply a 
defign of ſhewing, that all ec#lefiaſtical eflabliſh». 
ments, with a teſt of principles, are unlatyful. 
But, as it happens, your | queſtion. can be 
anſwered in the negative: For the enquiry 
propoſed in the title-page is not concerning the 
right in general of eſtabliſning confeſſions, 
but in particular. © of eſtabliſhing SYSTEMA- 
&* T1CAL confeſſions of faith and doctrine, &c.” 
unleſs the title-pages"to- our books differ. I 
refer now, and ſhall always, except where 
notice is gigen to the conttary, to the ſecond 
edition of the Confeſſional, the ſame which 
you always quote," Ig there not, you add, 
an whole chapter emplyed in this enquiry 2+ 
1 anſwer, No. There is indeed a Whole 
| N chapter 


| & A * bee Letters, Page Se 
„ + Ibid. 


4 


11 
chapter employed in enquiring into ** the claim 
af a right to eſtabliſh confeſſions as 7e/fs of 
A or:bodoxy;”* and thoſe confeſſions muſt be 
underſtood to be of buy contrivance, becaule, 
they are to atteſt, that the ſubſcriber believes 
as the church, that ſets them forth,” believes; 
for this is the meaning of 'orthodaxy, when 


yo . . - | 
% f , 
app 'to explications of 7: | 
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+ Cy ea at do 
| and hath been uſed by ebwrchmen as a derm to denote a fe, 
of doAtrine or belief, with regard to all points and articles of faith. 
But, as there have been amongſt theſe churchmen feveral ſyſtems of 
doctrine or belief, they every one aſlort for themſelves, that they 
only are orthodox, and in the right : and that all others are 
heterodax, or in the wrong. What is orthodoxy at Rome is 
hegeragorry at Geneva, London, and many other places —What 
was orthodoxy here in the reign of king Edward vl. becams 
hereſy in the reign of his ſiſter Mary: And in queen Elia 
rime thingy changed chair names again. Various was the fate of 
theſe poor words in the reigns of our ſucceeding kings, as the 
currents of Calviniſm, Arminianiſm, and * ebbed or flowed. 
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; Dr. Rogg rsox's Attempt to explain the Word: Reaſon, 
Creeds, Subſcription, Se. Third Edit, pag. 113, 114. 
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Von 30 on to aſſe, . Are not all the-orgu» 
te ments caleulated 10 ſhew, tbat there, is neither 
* necgſſity, equity," nor utility, in ſuch eftabliſh- 
ments. * Such eſtabliſhments as what? — 
Would vou ſays, ag-eccleſiaſtical eſtabliſhments 
ingeneral?—lf ſo, I anſwer in the negative. 
All the arguments in the. Confeſſional are ner 
calculated to ſhew chat, but only to ſhew, 

thay. there is neither neceſſiiy, equity, nor 
utility, in eſtabliſding een val of 
3 10 id ta 1 6 
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hy 40 youialk, „ Dae 250 : the antes * 
0 deavour to ſhew, that our articles can neitber 
t hun be fubſersbed with latitude, nor with 
4 preriſm f ile doth: not; that I know of; 
and thiß query beiag put, without producing 
one inſtance of ſuch an attempt, muſt be con- 
ſidered as another mere invidious inſinuation. 
8 GE Oy os” to oy 
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'T do not  conprchend, and eee e can =" 


| 1 0 1 | We fora tt As 
— BGUr you go on e * Does be mot 
« employ a hong preface on Dr. Rutherforth, 


i becarſe be bas undertook a vintication of "this 
1 general right N. Softly, Sir! why will you 
remind the public of our friend's ſucceſsleſs 
:and uncreditable attempt But may not one 
; .employ his pen agaioſt ſuch à general vindicator 
| of ſubſcription to articles of faith; Without 
incurring the ſuſpicion of aiming to ſubvert 
all ecclefiaſtical eſtabliſiments:?: 


1 


, 
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:.. OuR author's oppoſition to another eminent 
Theologue, is next brought in confirmation of 
the ſuſpicion you have taken up againſt him. 
Does be not, you aſk; 4 largely” oppoſe tbe 
. bi/hkep of Glouceſter,” for ſtewing that” our 
accepting tbe profettion” of the civil power is 
1% glicwabie on Goſpel Principles? +—Pray, Sir, 
what 


* Letter, bez * 
+ Ibid, 
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What paſſage in the Confeſſional do you refer 
to? Our author, in his preface to the firſt 
edition of that work, is pretty large in ſnew- 
ing the encumbrances, which attended that 

prelate's enterprize, of vindicating the teſt- lau 
upon the hypotheſis of an alliance bettbeen 
Church and State. But I find nothing there, 
nor in any other part of the Confeſſional, 
the protection of the civil power. On the 


and ridiculous jealouſy of the conſequences of the 
leaſt innovation poſſeſs you, you might recol- 
lect many paſſages which indicate very friendly 
intentions towards the clergy, thoſe among 
them eſpecially, who ſtand moſt in need of the 
protection of the civil power; againſt; the pre- 
tenſions of any that would lord it over their 
conſciences. Nor ought you to judge him 
leſs a friend to us of the eſtabliſhment, becauſe 
he would plead the right, of all. undoubtedly 
n Ds: "Pm 


1. 7» 
6 % 


contrary, if you would not let an unreaſonable 
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proteſtant and uſeſul "miniſters of the Goſpel; 
to an equal protection froiu the civil power. 
Should our eye be evil, becauſe he is good, 
Poon of _ 6 alſo? 


22 


. you 45 E Heir 0ont we hi iſ 
talen in ſuppofing this to be the deſign of the 
* Confeſſional, uben theſe avowed -e/ponfers of it, 
« tbe monthly reviewers,” #4 doubt, are of the 
fame opinion ? * Vety | complimentary ins 
deed upon theſe gentlemen But has not 
your friend, whoſe judgment on your ſenti- 
ments is requeſted, ſome reaſon to take this 


preference amiſs 7 Vou are of opinion, that 


aur author is againſt all ſuhſcriptions The 
monthly reviewers: are of the ſame opinion 
opinion A juſt inference, if the reviewers 


' In- ſuppaſing/ theſe. gentlemen. ta be of your 


deb 8 as to the ae o _— 
8 No.— 
Letters, page g. | 


E. 


t 211 


Now-Fhere is no doubt of it, you think 
fer they ond neber- heſtbt "fach inhgium 
© npon"it, unteſt they ſeppeſtd it dtfinued cdi 
— nhd-ihey pofircly hath; Hhlp ad 
e againſt all ſubſcriptions.”* But this is to 
detract as much from the Inpartiality of theſe 
_ gentlemen, as before you gave to their judg- 
ment; and to ſuppoſe their eulogiums to be 
founded chiefly in prejudice. If I underſtand 
them aright, however, they rather intimate, in the 
revieu you allude to, that the Confeſſional 
being an attempt only to ſet this matter of 
ſubſcription on a berter footing, comes not up 
to their idea of reſotming, wb dre for no ſub- 
ſeriptions, Be this as it may, fince they haye 
poſitively declared, they are againſt all fab. 
ſeriptions; add only further reformation-of 
atticles is in general pleaded for by aur for, 
what think you of taking tp the” argument | 
te eee, it n er ſem td Hase 
e 
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engaged in a dubious cauſe. — Write then, 
Sir, pray write agaioſt- the, menthhy reviewers, 
theſe. ayowed Latitudinariaps, theſe, — 
Bulogiſts on the fide of the Confeſſional. 
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Bur Sir, , rat ava, 
9 2 F * 5 Ad J. L | "1 * 9 


AVING Ad before you my reaſons for 
L I judging, that you have placed the deſign. 


light, I come now to make good my ſecond 


cenſure upon your remarks, which reſpects the 
right and utility of requiring ſubſcription, &c. 
"RAG You 


e 
You entet upon this ſubject With inſinäating; 
that our autfor might have feaſbns; not of the 
moſt honouruble kind, for pponing his en- 
quiry concerning the right, after that cbnteru- 
ing the utility: or ſucceſs, of eſtabliſhing con- 
feſnons. One teuſon, which you ſurmiſe he 
might have, for taking this method, is, rb 
be might +aiſe ſome prejudices againſt the 
utility g confeſſions, in order to gain a more 
et fa bourulie attention to bis atiacł on the right 
« of enjoining tbem. * Well then, Sir, may 
not the motive with you for reverſing our au- 
thor's method, have been to raiſe ſome preju- 
dices in favour of the right of eſtabliſhing con- 
feſſions, in order to gain a more favourable 
attention to your attack upon his arguments 
againſt the utility of enjoining them }—How- 
ever it be, you ſhall not have that pretext of 
unfairneſs: in me. For which reaſon '1' hall 
comply with your — that we . 
'* enquire into the right. 


1 Tov 
— 89 o— 13 7 * a N : 
Letters, page 6, 
X » Page 
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prciigon, the want of which you. blame in our 
authot, to confider the glaim of this right in a 
threefold view, vin. the legal or politive right, 
derived from the civil power; the equitable 
Wright; and that derived from feriptures & 
This is but to affect preciſion and the diſ- 
tiaftivs you would: make, infead ef clearing 
the way for a more accurate diſcuſſion of this 
point, ſar ves only to clag and encumber tho 
queſt ion. 4 tin ti * ein enen er. 
n 100" ] ον n min enam 67 10 
„ur. ae eben pee etquiry- 38 
«the xiglit of -/in>li/ding confeſſions of faith, 
not. the gal right dorrurd (to the church in 
heſe matters) frum tho Tivik power. T The 
churth, which you conſider hate as diſtinct 
from the ſtate 4hit is, cbur ab. go vernors, ate 
dat ile glabiiſberi hb coube ſſiuns. To eſtabliſh 
N Top 271 A 4 IOQOUT  TIOT 155 them 

% Letters, page x i apa? 
1 F MN. page 6. 

1 bid, Page 74 . 
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them is the province of the whole Igiſlative 
body of the realm. The church may derive 
a peculiar authority from the civil power con- 
 cerning them, when eſtabliſhed: But the legal 
or poſitive right of eftabli/hing them is in the 
legiſlature." And therefore, the Aga right, in 
this matter, it cannot be any way neceſſary to 
enquire into. It would be only to enquire, 
whether lau- givers have a legal right to make 
laws. And as to any legal right, derived 0 
the church from the civil power, reſpecting 
eſtabliſhed confeflions, that is another queſtion. 
So that when you propoſe to enter, firſt of all, 
on the conſideration of a legal right derived 
© to the church from the civil power,” it is you 
that uſe not ſufficient preciſion, as to the 
<< particular. ſpecies of right, and thereby 
confound, or load with | extraneous: matter, 
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14 in ed on to the ſtatute of 14 Eli. 
be ſolid, falls not  properly* under our con- 


ſideration, being only a queſtion of fack, viz. 
whether ſubſcription to all and every of the 
39 articles be by that act, or by the act of 
© uniformity referring to it, enjoined 'or not? 
It comes, indeed, to be alſo a Queſtion of 
| right, in reſpect of thoſe, who claim an autho- 
my to require ſuch ſubſcriptiofi in conſequence 
of the act. But whether hey exerciſe a legal 
right in this matter, is A queſtion foreign to 
that concerning the right of eſtabliſhing con- 
feſſions; and tight, I think with you,” be de- 
tetmined, eculd the praZ7iceys with propriety 


be brought to account there for their conduR, 


in one of the courts of We —_ 


67. . — 19 bo G4 


Bur how comes our a0 wet; you may 
aſk, to enter into a conſideration of this © legal 


right derived to the church from the civil 


7 
5 iS; : - 


. Aran 5 1 | cc power?” 
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e power?” —l anſwer, that he doth this only 
occofunalh, and has had, the, preciſion to keep 
it diſtin& from the confideration of the right 
of eftabliſhing confeſſions, Thus, what gave 
occaſion to treat of it in the paſſage of the 
Confeſſional to which. you refer, was Dr. 
Rutherforth's having * opened his Charge with 
* a recital of the 36th canon of the church of 
« England ; as if that particular law of our 
* church was to have been the principal, if 
« not the ſale object of his vindication. 

Another occaſion of conſidering this point 
is taken in Chap. VII. in which the author 
attempts to diſcover, whence, the practice of 
fabſcribing the, 39. articles in different ſenſes 


was derived, &c. 5 But it has nothing: to do 
with the. queſtion. diſcuſſsd in the ſecond 
chaptet of the Conſeſſional, and which we 
are now upon, vis, the claim of, A right to 
eſtabliſh confeſſions. In our enquiry, there- 


fore, SIR: th claim, i it can only be. 
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u 10 QT, 30 or 'S 1.75 of 
neceſſary to treat of the equitable right in 
nnr ara: . 4 3 
this matter, and that derived from ſcripture. 
Fett ned dan ene Gore fre e 
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E 17 right, either of Rabl ;ſhing 
*« confeſſions, or, through an authority 
derived to the church from the civil power, 


ofr requiring ſubſcription t to them, being out of 


the queſtion, we come now to conſider the 
equitable right of eſtabliſhing confeſſions— 
, buman, ſyftematical confeſſions of faith, as teſts 


of orthodoxy. I add this, as neceſſary to pre- 
vent confuſion and uncertainty on the ſubject. 


It 


g 
. 


* 2 


[29] 
If you will give yourſelf the trouble to confult 


the 16th and 17th pages of the preface. to the 
ſecond edition of the Confeſſional, you muſt 


be convinced of the propriety of affixing theſe 
_ epithets, from a remark there made on Dr. 
Ruther forth's looſe manner of wording the 
defign of his Yindication'; and 1 ſhould think, 
moreoyer, that remark muſt make you won- 


 * The author of the Confeſſional,” you ſay, 
« has repeatedly aſſerted; as a proteſtant prin 
© cxple, that every man bas a right to Sake of 
&« Himſelf of - the ſenſe of ſeripture, and the 
tc obligations he is laid under thereby. Nov 
on this very principle you. undertake to ſhew, 
that the claim in queſtion is equitably made. 
On this principle I agree to try it with you, 
and ſhall follow you diep by ſtep 10 the 


FAS +* 3 
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upſhot of your., reaſoning upon it. If I be 


* whoſe nn! is it? . 


1Tuy ard n * of this Wiese 
of the right of pt ivate judgment, s to iofer, 
from it a right to communicate, or publiſh 
one's ſentiments to gthers,—* At an private, 
Er ebriftian may. Judge for! ge 3 %, lay you, 
he may communicate bis ſentiments, concerns) 
* ing any paſſage-of  feripture, . u point ef 
* gactrine, or duty he takes himſ !f to be obliged 
eta the: ptr formance of abt. may cammunicate 
* this to ane, to, or ag many. ate pleaſes. * 
This, I apprehend, is looſely inferred 2 For 
there is a wide difference, as to the — 
quences of it, between the private chriſtian's 

judging for himſelf; in any point of YoArine, 
and taking upon him to public, to/as many 
as he pleaſes, his notions concerning the ſame. 
What a man thinks or believes; he cannot 
help; be it n or bad; ; and, he has good 


| 7 . right 
Ty Letters, page 13. 
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night to his own thouglits, as they need be 
troubleſome to no oe. But that he bas as 
clear and undoubted a tight to buſy himfelf 
in propagating bis notions, whatever they be, 
will not be fo readily granted; at leaſt, as a 
Juſt inference from the Principle affamed. 
However, fot argument's fake, in the preſent 


caſe, let it be Frantel. Waker "you penal 


«Tf TN n e and are 
6 of opinion, that it will be for mutual edifi- 
* cation, and ſafety in the profeſſion of chriſti- 


 anity, to unite in 2 fociery Fer that furpoſe, 
«ir is lawful "for them ſo ts b; provided they 
* bold no opinions injurious to others, or contrary 


79 the laws of the chil fictity to hich" they 
* Belong. "*—PRoviDED they hold no opinions 
1Hjurius to others But pray, Sir, recollect 
the principle on which this ſociety is founded, 
Vz. Every man has a right to Judge” for 

« © KiinſelP yy the” n of P atid the 


28 * cbligatiolis 
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« obligations he is laid under thereby.” = 
Every man then may hold his own opinion, 


and can, according to this principle, hold no 
opinions injurious to others; ſince he cannot 
do any injury to others, by holding only what 
he hath a right to, viz. his own. opinion; in 
other words, by judging for bimſelf. And 
indeed, it is not eaſy to conceive, how opi- 
nions can be injurious to others, or at all affect 
any perſons but hoſe that hold them. 


Su ALL. we ſuppoſe, therefore, that, inſtead 
of this proviſo againſt bolding injurious opinions, 
you meant to ſay, provided they communicate, 
e publiſp, or propagate; no opinions injurious 
sto others.” But then this reſtriftion is incon- | 
ſiſtent with your preceding aſſertion, viz, © that 


= any private chriſtian may communicate his 


« ſentiments concerning any point of doc- 
c trine—that he may communicate this to 
one, two, or as many as he pleaſes.” Now, 
if any: private chriſtian, before his entrance 
into 


( 33 ] 


into the ſociety you ſpeak of, had a tight to 
do this, he has a right to it ſtill; his becoming 
a member of the ſociety not excluding him 
. from any chriſtian, privilege. . Eyery one of 
the ſociety, and therefore. the whole ſociety, 
have a right to communicate the opinions 
which they hold to others“ to as many as 
<« they pleaſe.” wo 


On will it mend your argument, to under- 
ſtand you as having meant to allow this right 
to ev private chriſtian, of communicating 
his ſentiments or opinions, but yet with this 
reſtriction, © that his opinions be not injurious 
« to others?” —But. ſuch a reſtriction renders 
the exerciſe of this right extremely precarious | 
and uncertain, if it doth not totally preclude 
it. For when ſhall he venture to exerciſe it? 
Which of his opinions may he with ſafety” 
communicate, and which ought he to look 
upon as injurious? —Or who muſt be judge in 
this cafe?—You. will not allow hichſelf, 1 
* ſuppoſe, 


[ 34 ] 

fuppoſe, to be the judge,—That would be to 
take off the reſtriction you laid him under: in 
the exerciſe of this right: Sceing no man can 
think any of his own opinions, on any point 
of doctrine, injurious. And if others are ap- 
pointed judges of the matter, then you ſubjeR 
him to a foreiga juriſd &tion, contrary to the 
proteſtant principle on which you profeſs to 
argue, You lodge this right 1 in a partial and 
unequal manner, and extend it not in the ſame 
| degree to every private chriſtian, For the 
judges, according to this ſuppoſition, may 
hold and communicate any opinions, but thoſe 
which in heir own judgment are injurious; 
that is, in truth, a!/their own opinions; while the 
private chriſtian has not this liberty, but muſt 


regulate his conduct, in this reſpect, by the 
judgment of other men. 


Now, as it is among individuals, ſo it will 
be with ſocieties. —And therefore we may aſk 


you, whethst you mean that this ſociety you 
ſpeak 


[35] 


ſpeak. of ſhall. be reſtrited in profeſſing and 
divalging their opinions, by their own judg- 
ment, or by that of ſome other ſociety ?—If 
the former, the teſtriction amounts to nothing ; 
as no ſociety can be ſuppoſed to judge their 
own op'nions to be injurious to others, If the 
latter, your projected ſociety becomes depen- 
dent upon another ſociety, and enjoys not that 
equal liberty, which it would do if founded 
in that proteſtant principle, on which you 
undertake to vindicate its conſtitution. See 
then, dear Sir, what confuſion and embarraſſ- 
ment already attend you, in meditating a de- 
fence of the equity of impoſing ſubſcription 
to human, ſyſtematical articles of faith! 


Bu T your great caution has ſuggeſe? ano- 
ther proviſo, by way of a reſttiction upon the 
liberty of a religious ſociety in exerciſing their 
Tight of bolding opinions, viz. provided t ey 


hold no opinions © contrary to the laws e ihe 
F 2 : &« vil 


® Letters, page 13. 
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te civil ſociety to which they belong.” * —Surely, 
Sir, you have not conſidered the nature and 
conſequence of this reſtriction! Is it not pof- 
fible that the laws of a particular civil ſociety 
may ſome of them be inequitable, unjuſt, 
oppreſſive, and contrary to the laws of God? 
It is poſſible—lIt is fact—It is notoriouſly fo 
in many ſtates of Chriſtendom. And ſhall 
the religious ſociety be debarred from holding 
opinions perfectly agreeable to the principles 
of natural equity and juſtice, and to the ex- 
preſs laws of God, becauſe they are contrary 
to the laws of the civil ſociety to which they 
belong ?—The unreaſonableneſs of ſubjecting 
any religious ſociety to ſuch a ſtate of depen- 
dance on the civil power, muſt ſurely ſtrike you, 
without my adding any thing more in illuſ- | 
tration of it. For, in one word, it is to ſub- 
jet the Goſpel, the bleſſcd Goſpel of light 
and truth, to the inſtitutions of fallible man,— 
You go oh— 


« They 


Letters, page 13. 
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« They may uſe all ſuch means, as to them ſeem 
« proper, to preſerve pure amongſt them, what 
« their conſciences inform them is the true chriſtian 
« doctrine; all ſuch means being fill ſulject ta the 
% above reſtrictions. * But the above reſtric- 
tions have been ſhewn_ either to amount to 
nothing, and to leave them at full liberty to 
uſe any means, they themſelves ſhall judge to 
be warrantable, for this end, or elſe, to be of 
ſuch a nature as to leave them at liberty to uſe 
no means, but ſuch as ſhall be approved of by 
others, —But to attend you in particularizing 
the means of which they may make uſe, 


& Particularly,” you ſay, * they may appoint 
« an order of men to be public teachers. Les; 
under the above reſtrictions.—But, what if 
only one order of men be allowed, by the laws 
« of the civil ſociety to which they belong,” 
to be public teachers ?—They are not, by 


. Letten, page 133 | | 
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your proviſo, at liberty to appoint another 
order of men, which they might more approve 
of, for the purpoſe of © preſerving among 
them, what their confciences inform them 
* is the true Chriſtian doctrine.“ 


by) 


- Bes1Des, of what, I would know, are they 
to be public teachers? May they teach what- 
ever the ſociety hold to be true cbriſian 
dactrine No; it their opinions be deemed 
© jnjurious,- or be contrary to the laws of the 
ce civil ſociety. to which they belong.” What 
privilege, then, is there to any ſociety, in be- 
ing at liberty to appoiat an order of men to 
be publick teachers, if thoſe teachers are re- 
ſtrained, from anſwering the end of, he ap- 
_ pointers, by promoting ſuch principles as #bey 
(the appoin ere) in their own contciences. be- 
lieve to be ze true chriſtian doctrine ?—Ot 
bow can the end of their affociating, which 
i ſ-ppoſed to be e for mutual edification, and 

3 « lafety 


[ 39} 
« ſafety in the profeſſion of Chriſtianity,” be 
anſwered under ſuch reſtrictions? ö 


Luer us ſuppoſe, {which may make the 
caſe plain) that this ſociety is compoſed of 
perſons, who believe the doctrine of Artus, 
and who hold the Athanaſian doctrine con- 
cerning the Divinity to be unſeriptural, and 
the maintenance thereof an impiety. —May | 


the members of this ſociety appoint an order 
of men to be public teachers of rbir among 


other doctrines, which theit -confeiences in- 
form them is the true chriflian dbcbrine 
and which they may polſidly eſteem a—_ 
to chriſtianity, and neceſſary to be taught, in 
order . to preſerve it pure among them Po 
If you allow that they may, it muſt be be · 
cauſe you judge that opinion not to be ityarious 
to others. But what if le church, in alliance 
with the civ;] power, adjudge it to be n 
noxious opinion — Have they ſtill a tight 
publickly to teach it, in defiance of ſuch 


authority 


[4] 
authority and judgment . againſt it ?—If your 
proviſo bears any certain and determinate 
meaning, you deny that they have that right. 
And yet, how will you anſwer on an inverted 
ſtate of the caſe? . 


* 


The church, in alliance with the ſtate, we 


_ hall now ſuppoſe to have decided in favour of 


Arianiſm, and againſt Athanafianiſm., : A pri- 
vate chriſtian judges. for himſelf concerning 
certain. paſſages of ſcripture, which to him 
appear in fayour of the Trinity. He commu- 
nicates his ſentiments, on this point of docttine, 
to ſeveral perſons, who, agreeing in their ſen- 
timents, unite in a ſociety for the purpoſe of 
mutual edification, and fafety in the profeſſion 
of chriſtianity. - Theſe are deſirous to. preſerve 
pure amongſt them this capital doctrine, which 
their conſciences inform them is zhe true 


cbriſtian doctrine.— May they not uſe ſuch 


means as to them ſeem proper to this end? 
Particularly, may they not, if they ſhould 
think 


[41 ] 


| think it proper and even neceſſary, appoint 

an order of men to be public teachers of this 
doctrine ?—Or, is there any equity in reſtrain- 
ing them from the uſe of ſuch means, under 
pretence of their holding an opinion noxious 
and injurious to others ?—I'can hardly think 
you will allow the equity of ſach a proceeding 
towards a ſociety of chriſtians, ſuppoſed to be 
conſcientioufly of this perſuaſion : Yet this is 
no more than the conſequence of admitting 
your reaſoning, By virtue of your two re- 
ſtrictions this catholic doctrine is effeQually pro- 
vented from getting ground in the world. 
"Theſe confcientious chriſtians muſt content 
themſelves with ſilently enjoying their opinion, 
without pretending to procure it eſteem and 
. Others. But to proceed— 


* Upon the . principles, you thy. they may 


aſigu ſucb an order of men a due provifion—For as 
uch Provifion is to ariſe from the property of the 
Feiay, they may certai nly diſpoſe of that Property, 
G | or 


— — 
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or any part thereof, as they deem right.” * | But 
what ſociety will chuſe to diſpoſe of their pro- 
perty for the maintenance of public teachers, 
who are not allowed to enforce any principles, 
but ſuch as are approved by another ſociety? 
Few perſons will eſteem it any great privilege to 
be at liberty to diſpoſe of their. property on 
ſuch terms. Well; this, however, if they 
Pleaſe, they may do—* And conſequently, con- 
tinue you, they may appoint what teſts of ad- 
miſſion to ſuch! office to them ſhall ſeem neceſ- 
ſary.— For, certainly, they who give the re- 
ward, may fix the terms on which it ſhall be ab- 
tained.” + If I underſtand you, you aſſert that 
the ſociety have this right, of requiring of the 
candidates for the miniſtry what teſts of their 
religious principles, f they [the appointers] 

ſhall 


Letters, page 13. 

+ Ibid. | 

+ By teſt. of admiſſion, 1 apprehend you mean, teſts of their 
holding ſuch religious principles, as may be thought neceſſary 
qualifications for their admiſſion into the miniſtry. Am I wrong 
in conjecturing, that it ſhould have been printed, rms of 
admiſſion ? 85 
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ſhall think proper, in conſequence of their being 
the paymaſters. Let us admit the reaſon to be 
good. Then becauſe they pay their own mi- 
niſters, their miniſters are bound to teach hat- 
ſoever opinions the ſociety, who find the money, 
ſhall deem right. But what they deem right, 
it muſt be remembered, may be deemed wrong 


and injurious by others, and may be contrary 
to the laws of the civil ſociety to which they 
belong. And thus you ſee the right which the 
. ſociety have in conſequence of their giving the 
reward, is inconſiſtent with the reſtrictions they 
are laid under from another conſideration; for 
inſtance, | | 


We will ſoppoſe, that the ſociety deem it 
a neceſſary term of admiſſion to this office, 
that the candidates for it believe the doctrine of 
Arius, concerning the Son of God ; and more- 
over, that they will teach and defend the ſame 
againſt all oppoſers thereof. This opinion may 
be deemed noxious, the propagation of it ſub- 

G 2 | verſive 
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verſive of the true catholic doctrine z nay, it 
may be blaſphemy in the eye of the law of the 
civil community. — What is to be done ?—lIn 
conſequence of their ſupporting, out of their 
own property, an order of men for the purpoſe 
of public teaching (and * they may, certainly, 
« diſpoſe of that property, or any part thereof, 
e as they deem right”) they have a right to de- 
mand ſuch a teſt ; and the miniſters, who re- 
ceive the pay, are bound to teach publickly this 
doctrine. On the other hand, in conſequence 
of the reſtriction, regarding the quality and 
tendency of the doctrine, in the judgment of 
others and in the eye of the law ; they have 
not a right to require this teſt of the candidates ; 
unleſs you will infiſt upon their having a right to 
fix any terms of admiſſion, though they are not 
to allow the miniſters, when entered upon their 
office, to fulfil but ſome part of their engage- 
ments. And this is, at beſt, an uſeleſs and 
unmeaning right, not worth contending for ; 


25 
* Letters, page 14. | 4 
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as it implies no privilege to the ſociety, nor'can 
any how operate to their advantage. | _ 


Tux concluſion, therefore, which you now 
proceed to draw from the above premiſes, in 
favour of the right of requiring ſubſcription is 
inconcluſive, or quite frivolous and inſignificant, 
« If therefore, you conclude, ſucb a ſeciety are 
* of opinion, that the requiring ſubſcription to a | 
* certain form of words, is a proper ſecurity of 
te the ſoundneſs of the principles of their teachers ; 
* they certainly bave a right to require ſuch fub- 
« ſeription. s Sucn ſubſcription as what ?— 
Subſcription to a certain form of words ?—This 
is ambiguous. But they certainly have not a 
right, if your reſtriftions are admitted, to re- 
quire ſuch ſubſcription, or ſubſcription to ſuch 
a form of words, as they may judge to be a pro- 
per ſecurity of the ſoundneſs of the principles 

of their teachers: Becauſe by fo doing, 
by uſing their own judgments alone, they 
may _— "FOE: to the office of public 

5 . 


2 Lats page 14. 
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teaching, who bold opinions injurious to others, 
or contrary to the laws of the civil ſociety, to 
which they belong. Nay, you have not proved, 
from the premiſes laid down, that they have a 
right to require ſubſcription even to the ſcrip- 
{ures, or to allow their miniſters to teach pub- 
lickly the goſpel of Chrift. For you have re- 
ſtricted the right of the reguirers, and the duty 
of the ſubſcribers, to a conformity of their 
religious opinions and docttines with the /aws of 
the civil ſociety, to which they belong - and 
ſome of thoſe laws may happen to be repug- 
nant to the principles of true and genuine 
chriſtianiiy. Still more; by your two reſtric- 
tions you have left it uncertain, whether any 
private chriſtians, - agreeing in their ſentiments 
concerning any points of docttine, and being of 
opinion that it will be for mutual edification 
and advantage in the profeſſion of chriſtianitg, 
can, notwithſtanding; lawfully unite in any 
ſociety for that purpoſe ; ſeeing it is not lawful 
for them ſo to do but on this proviſo, ** that 
+ they hold no opinions injurious to others, or 

| OS: TO © &* contrary 
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* contrary to the laws of the civil ſociety to 
« which they belong.” For what religious ſo- 
cicty will you name me, that hold not opi- 
nions, which are either deemed by ſome (and 
who muſt be judge in ſuch a matter ?) injuri- 
aus to others, or which are contrary to the laws 
of the civil ſociety to which they belong? 


_ Havixs thus minutely attented you to the 
cloſe of your argument for the equitable right 
in queſtion, - and found your concluſion in 
favour of the ſame to be miſerably defective, 
and inadmiſſable, on the very premiſes you 
have laid down ; you muſt excuſe my touch- 
ing much more _ briefly: on what you have 
thought proper to add, by way of applying 
your e to our n Ae in 
cue | ehlac an 
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L. E TT ER VII. 
Dear Sir, . 


_— — 
« * F = p, 


S it poſſible to make out any good title 
to require ſubſcription to a larger form, than 
that propoſed in the Confeſſional, * by ſuch 
reaſoning as hath been ſhewn to be inſufficient 
to juſtify the requiring ſabſcription to any form 
whatever? It is not poſſible. And therefore, I 
look upon the argument, reſpectiag the queſtion 
we are now upon, to have cloſed with my laſt 
letter. What you prodace, however; in favour 
of ſubſcription to our preſent formas may ſeem 
to merit ſome notice from me, in return for your 
civility towards our brethren of che eſtabliſſi- 
ment. Your argument is taken from the inter- 
eſting conſideration of juſtice and equity towards | 
the ſubſcribing clergy. Others and particularly 
our friend the Profeſſor, have hinted at ſome 
general benefit propoſed: by our ſubſcription to 
ſyſtematical confeſſions of faith: But you are 

the 
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the firſt, I think, who has undertaken a 
formal defence of ſuch ſubſcription, < on this 
: footing. 
N.. 
bis aug 1 'fay you, W 
185 * ſome mens . paſſions or intereſts incline them not 
to ſubmit to the rules voluntarily agreed an; 
© particularly, if they ſbould object to contribute 
A therr proportion to the miniſters proviſion, and 
thereby render their ſubſiftence precarious, and 
. *© ſo: aiſcourage worthy men from exteri ng 1 nto 
*© the office ; the ſociety may ſurely apply to the 
ii’ porwer to give a ſanction to tbeir own 
40 private voluntary rules, in order to ſecure to 
te the miniſters the reward due to their labours. 
And, in this caſe, tbe very making a law for 
© this purpoſe, implies 4 neceſſity of enjoining 
ſucb terms of admiſſion to their office as the 
_ « ſociety bave thought neceſſary ; becauſe no law 
can ſecure” any private. property, without de- 
e ſcribing the perſons who are entituled to it, 
an fixing the oben or conditiaus to 
1 * bs 


(1 
« be perfortied, 70 give a thin fo its and bl 
s cauſe it toould be un uſt, and contrary 75 the 
* end aimed at by the ſiciety, in calling in the civil 
power, ts allow any other terms of admiſſin to 
1 7þe minifiry, than fach as the ſociety approve.”* 

And this you take to have been exatly our 
Eaſe at the reformation. I am ſure it was not. 
But to avoid entering into an unneceſſaty di diſ- 
pute, I ſhall confine myſelf, on this head, to the 
parport of your reaſoning; which is to defend the 
equitable tight of requiring ſubſcription to the 
XXXIX articles, &c. of the church of England, 
on this principle, that it is neceflary for curing 
to tha ONE” the ke due to ben | 


You had ſuppoſed the ſociety to conſilt of. 

a number of chriſtians, who were united by 
their own private, volugtaty rules, appoint- 
ing, and paying, by private, voluntary agree- 
ment, an order of men for the putpoſt of 
you ic teaching 8 \#cootdling * a 7 certain form. 
et 


1 


2 nes p 14s 


[1 

What form, by the way, is. uncertain. It 
was provided, however, that the members of 
this ſociety bold no opinions injurious to others, 
or contrary to the laws of the civil ſociety to 
aabich they belong. Such a proviſo implics a 
reſtriftion upon their right of fixing terms of 
admiſſion to the office of public. teaching. 
For if they have not a right to hold their own 
opinions, whatever they may be, concerging 
any paſſage of ſcripture, or point of dodtine, 
they certainly have not a right to propagate 
them by means of a public miniſtry. -+But 
now. you ſuppoſe, it neceſſary for the very ſup- 
port of the legal rights of the teachers, thet 
ſach terms of 'admiffion to the miniſtry be 
enjoined, as they (the ſociety) think neceſſary; 
and “ that it would be unjuſt to allow any 
ig other: terms of admiſſion than ſuch as the 
et ſociety approve.” This is evidently to take 
off thoſe reſtrictions from the ſociety, which 
| before you had laid them under; the judg- 
ment and approbation of the my being 

H 2 ö no 


[ 52] 

: now made the only rule whereby the law is to 
operate for ſecuring the property of the mini- 
ſters. But waving the inconſiſtency of ' this 
account of the matter with what precedes it, 
let us examine the conſequence of it, and ſee 
whether it will carry us to the point you aim 
at, viz. the equity of requiring, from minif- 
ters, ſubſcription to our preſent forms, © as a 
r teſt of orthodoxy, and conſequently, as a title 
to the profits of their benefices. * 


Tur ſociety, then, may fix what terms 
of admiſſion to the office of public teaching 
they may think neceſſary and approve. The 
equity of this you deduce from this circum- 
ſtance, viz. that the ſociety give the reward. 
« For, certainly,“ ſay you, © they who give 
« the reward may fix the terms on which 
© jt ſhall be obtained.” + Let us ſuppoſe then, 
that, beſides the church of England, there' are 


„ Letters, page 16. 
+ Ibid. page 13. 
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in this kingdom ſeveral religious ſocieties of 
proteſtants, that is, agreeably to your own 
definition, of © chriſtians, voluntarily united, 


* by. certain rules, or mutual engagements, 
* for mutual advantage in the profeſſion of 
* proteſtantiſm. * Nor is this a bare ſup- 
poſition ; there being at this day many ſuch 
ſocieties in England. Now, becauſe. | it would 
be © unjuſt to allow any other terms of admiſ- 
* ſion to the miniſtry, 1 than ſach as the ſociety 
_ ©, approve,” each of the ſocieties, fixing its 


own terms, is perfectly independent on every 
other, in this reſpect. One ſociety has no 
right to interfere with the terms of another.— 
Further, the right of fixing the terms of ad- 
miſſion to the office of public teaching, each 
according to their own judgment and approba- 
tion, is in, conſequence of their giving the 
reward. This implics that the reward is given 
for teaching publickly according to their: gun 
reſpective ſyſtems, rules, and ordinances. Is 


- 


1 not 
* Letters, page 12. 


141 


not that ſociety then inequitably dealt by, the 
members of which are made liable to contri- 
bute to reward the public teachers of another 
focicty, who teach according to a different, it 
may be, a contrary ſyſtem ?—Ts not this, I aſk; 
mmequitable (for we are now enquiring into the 
equitable, not the legal right of a proteſtant 
ſociety) on your own poſitions, . reſpecting the 
conſtitution of theſe ſocieties, and-the jntention 
with which the reward is given. For each 
ſociety is ſuppoſed to be founded on priyate, 
voluntary rules of their own ; and the proviſion 
for the order of teachers is to ariſe from the 
property of the ſociety, which: property, or 
« any part thereof, they may diſpoſe: of as 
« they deem right;“ and no part thereof can 
we ſuppoſe them voluntarily to diſpoſe of in 
ſupport of a ſyſtem of teaching, contrary 
to that which _ eo to their own 
Miniſters, $5244: io} 


. a , So da thake %. ' FJ #4 
8 
YouR 
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' You argument, therefbre, for ſubſeription 
to the articles of the church of England, ** as 
« a teſt of the principles of her miniſters, and, 
* in conſequence thereof, as entituling them 
* to the profits of their. benefices,” fails in the 
application of it to fact. For the clergy. of the 
chuich of England you ſuppoſe to be o tituled 
to the profits of their benefices, in conſequence 
of their having ſubſcribed, and teaching ac- 
cording t to the forms approved by that ſociety 
of chriſtians. That ſociety is likewiſe ſuppoſed 
to enjoy the right of preſcribing their own 
ſyſtem of public teaching, in conſequence of 
their giving the-ceward. And yet the reward 
of the miniſters, in other words, the profit of 
their benefices, ariſe, in a conſiderable meaſure, 
from the property of chriſtians belonging to 
other ſocieties, who have their on private 
and voluntary rules, and who pay their own 
miniſters for officiating according to their own” 
_ reſpeRtinely, But, Sir, this is too 
| | delicate 


Vee "OT A SENS ANRDES 
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delicate a matter for me to infiſt upon. In 
oppoſing your argument for ſubſcription, ground- 
ed on fo interefting a confideration, I may be 
thought by ſome to oppoſe the eſtabliſhment 
itſelf. Can you blame me then for difmifling 


this enquiry, which might hazard my incurring 
ſuch a ſuſpicion, and is moreover carrying us 


quite wide of our main point, 


J am, 
Str, 


Tour's, &c. 
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POSTSCRIPT. 


THAT this pacquet was not ſent ſooner, 
attribute to my endeayour to reduce the 


queſtion within its original limits, and my 


care to come at your meaning, where there 
appeared any danger of a miſapprehenſion. 
This, with ſome avocations unavoidably inter- 
vening, may delay my next, longer than you 
would expect from the known readineſs of 


your friend to comply with any of your 


requeſts. 


The Exp of PaRT I. 
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LETTER VIII. 


Dear $18, 


A be offered, I wait upon you with my 


ſentiments upon your argument in proof of a 
ſcriptural right to eſtabliſh confeſſions - uA, 
SYSTEMATICAL confeſſions of faith and doe- 
trine — and to require ſubſcription thereto, © 46 
* a teſt of the ſoundneſs of the principles of thoſe 
« who apply for admiſſion i into the miniſtry,” 

B St. PAUL 


FT E R an unavoidable intermiſſion, 
for which, therefore, no apology nerd 
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St. Paus faith, Prove all things; bold faſt 
that which is good. He further ſaith, Though an 
angel from heaven preach any other goſpel, than 
that which we have preached unto you, let him be 
accurſed : And alſo we are commanded, not fo 
add to, or take away from, what is taught in 
ſcripture.—* Theſe expreſſions,” you readily own, 
* are concluſive againſt eſtabliſhing any thing, as 
an article of faith, except what is required in 
ſcripture, by expreſs declaration, or juſt inference,” * 
If, then, it ſhall appear, that you have neither 
produced from ſcripture any- expreſs declaration 
for requiring ſuch ſubſcription ; nor have made 
juſt inferences from the paſſages adduced, your 
argument in favour of the right contended for, 
muſt be owned to be inconcluſive. 

Now, that ſcripture goth not ii the 
requirement of ſubicribing to the belief of human, 
ſyſtematical confeſſions, by any expreſs declaration, 
you muſt be ſuppoſed willing to allow; becauſe 


vou have not produced any text, wherein ſuch a 


requirement 


* Letters, page 22. 


(4) 
requirement is declared in expreſs terms, This 
matter, then, being diſpatched, I hall, in my 
next, proceed to a conſideration of the inſerences 
you draw from certain paſſages of ſcripture, in 
ſupport of the right in queſtion, and beg dens to 
conclude this, by affuring n 


T an,” 
SIR, 


- Your moſt obedient bumble S ere ant, Kc. 


LETTER IX: 


HERE are ſome expreſſions, Sir, in the 
apoſtolic writings, which, in your judgment, 
% import a STANDARD, er FIXED FoR MULARY, 
« by which ALL dofrines were to be examined. 20 
It ſhall be my endeavour to ſhew you, that the 
| two 2 in St. Paul's epiſtles, ſuppoſed to 
B 2 allude 


B. Letters, page 23. 


(4) 
allude thereto, may not import a fixed formulary, 
diſtinct from ſcripture ; and, if they do import 


one, that ſtill the inference you would draw from 
thence is not juſt and concluſive. 


To this, then, you ſuppoſe the Apoſtle to 
refer, in Rom. vi. 17. where he calls it, the 
co Form of adbctrine that was delivered.” * — 
Bur -v- in this place cannot well be underſtood 
to mean a pa: ticular form, or mode, in which 


the church at Rome were to make confeſſion of 


their faith, My reaſons are, 1. It is not uſual 
with the apoſtle to ſpeak ſo ſolemnly as he here 
doih, and in ſo thankful a ſtrain, of mens attach- 
meat to any vutward forms. God be thanked,” 
ſays he, that ye have obeyed from the beart” — 
what?—The ee de ?— The form, in which 
you have the doctrine drawn up ?—lt is not 
likely this ſhould be the meaning of the apoſtle. 
He would not commend, in ſuch high terms, 
the zcal of his converts for the uſe of a formulary 
of doctrine, which you acknowledge to have 
"FS 5 been 


| q Leiteis, Page 23+ 
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been human rather than divine z to have been 
variable at the diſcretion of church governors ; and 
which, in future times, it might even be prudent 
to prevent e any more. | 


2. 8 do I think, if we can ſuppoſe 
St. Paul. intended to paſs ſo great an eulogium 
on their zealous attachment to ſome eccleſiaſtical 
form, fixed as a teſt of ſound doctrine, that be 
would, in propriety of ſtyle, have uſed the 
manner of expreſſion he doth, ſaying. that they 
had obeyed it from the beart, irmocel m wh Kepounc. 
Obedience to the doctrine that was delivered, to 
the goſpel, or, as it is ſometimes ſtyled, the faith, 


is a manner of ſpeaking proper enough, .and not 
unuſual with the New. Teſtament writers: But 


thece certainly is not the ſame. propriety in 
ſpcaking of an hearty obedience, or entire ſubjection 
of themſelves [ore veel] to the l formulary, by 


which their faith is ſuppoſed to haye becn 
examined. 


n 
3. Tux RR 


(b) 
3. TarRE is another circumſtance, : re ſpect- 
ing the language of this paſſage, an attention to 
which may, perhaps, induce you to think with 


FORMULARY, by which ALL deetrines were t0 
be examined—For the apoſtle contraſts their ſub- 
jeQtion, | or obedience, to this C, wha tever it 
may mean, with their former ſtate of ſubjection 
10 ſin.— % God be thanked,” *  fays he, % that ye 
« WE RE the ſervants of, fin ; but He HAVE obeyed 
« from the heart, us 4% &. It is plain that 
their converſion from fin, which | is repreſented as 
a perſon to whom they had been ſubjeR, is here 
intended their having quitted their former maſ⸗ 
ter and his ſervice, and entered into the ſervice 
of another. If it could be made appear, there= 
fore, that the apoſtle had at any time drawn 
up, for the uſe of the church, a formulary, 
whereby to try the orthodoxy of his converts, 
eſpecially of candidates for the miniſtry ; yet, 
ſuch a formulary cannot, confiſtently with any 
ptopriety of language, be ſuppoſed to be alluded 
to 


(7) 


to in this expreſſion. A formulary, containing 


an abridgment, ſummary, or ſhort explication of 
ſcripture, (which is your idea of the very nature 
of a formulary®) could not be delivered to.them 
immediately on their converſion. The church 
muſt have been planted ſome time, before an 
inſtrument of that nature could be drawn up 
for their uſe. But it is plain, from the contraſt 
in the text, that the ground of the apoſtle's 
rejoicing was, not any pleaſing circumſtance of 
their behaviour /nce their converſion to Chriſ- 
tianity, but their converſion itſelf—their change 
from a ſtate of | fin to a ſtate of holineſs— that, 
whereas they had formerly been the ſetvants of 
ſin, they were now the. ſervants. of another 
maſter.— N wERE the ſeruants of fin, but 
ge HAVE. obeyed,” ¶ ire, in the paſt tenſe] 
evidently referring to the time of theit embracing 


Chriſtianity, or yielding themſelves ſervants to 
Chriſt. | 


T. res 


* Letters, page 30. 


the text. 


(53) 
Ta, then, cannot in this place refer to any 


formulary, or abridgment of doctrines, diſtinct 
from ſcripture. Such a ſuppoſition by no means 


correſponds with the apoſtle's uſual manner of 
Apeaking in commendation of his converts, for 


their zcalous and ſtedfaſt attachment to the doc- 
trine. It would imply alſo the two groſs impro- 


\Prictics of expreſſion above-mentioned ; one of 


which borders indeed upon nonſenſ.— For, if the 
receiving with readineſs at the apoſtle's hands, 


and ſhewing a zeal for this ſuppoſed formulary, 


may be thought not quite ſo improperly ſtyled, 
obeying it from the heart ; yet it will (ſcarce be 
allowed to amount to ſenſe, that St. PavL ſhould 
thank God, that, whereas his converts had been 


the ſervants of fin, they were now become the 


ſervants of this fixed formulary, having ſubjected 
themſelves thereto; for ſuch is the contraſt in 


1 an, 
SIR, third 
Nour's, &c. 


LETTER 
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LETTER X. 


T will be no ſurprize to me, Sir, if you ſhould 

condemn the critique (ent you in my laſt, as 
founded 3 in thoſe minutiæ of ſtyle, on which one 
ought not to lay much ſtreſs, But if you ſhould 
do this on barely reading it, without examining 
it by the context, you will make your friend an 
unworthy return for his beſt endeavours to ſerve 
you. 1 lay ſuch conſiderations before you, as, 
if I could ever have entertained a doubt about 
the . matter, would alone, . 1 think, afford me 
conviction, that the apoſtle meant not in this 
place to expreſs his thankfulneſs to Almighty 
God, for the zealous attachment of his converts 
to this ſuppoſed formulary. They are not laid 
before you, however, in expectation of affording 
you conviction. But if they induce you to attend 
to the connection, in which the expreſſion we 
gre conſidering | ſtands with the cantext—if they 
but lead you to examine, whether they are of 


0 any 
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any weight—in ſhort, if they ſhould tempt you 
to criticize on this paſſage of ſcripture yourſelf, 
they will anſwer my purpoſe ; which is, to ſhew 
you the truth, or to induce you to look for it 
yourſelf, But I expe& more from what I am 
going to offer farther on this paſſige. I expect 
no leſs than that it will fully ſatisfy you, that 
ror Cannot ſignify here a fixed formulary, or 
ſyſtematical explication of ſcripture- doctrine. I 
had almoſt ſaid (but ſo rare an inſtance of in- 
genuouſneſs, even in one who requeſts informa- 
tion on the ſubject, is not to be reckoned upon) 
I expe& you will own to me your miſtake. 


St. PAUL, you ſay, calls this fixed lormndary, 

* the form of doctrine that was delivered.” St. 
Paul doth not mention here the delivery « of any 
form to the Romans. He fays, that they (the 
church to whom he writes) had been delivered 
unto this . . The words in the original 
are 6 6 — ruro/ 2 nt ye bave been deli- 
vered,” &c.—$0, if rex, Muſt fignify a formulary, 
the opoſtle victh, a moſt uncouth and d unprecedented, 
manner 


| Em——— —— — — 


(ir!) 

manner of expreſſion, viz. = the form, or ſummary, 
* of dbctrine, unto which ye have been delivered.” 
But ſurely, Sir, you will ſooner ſubmit to give 
up this paſſage; as no way in your favour, than 
maintain that he, who was brought up at the 
feet of Gamaliel, expreſſed himſelf in fo bald a 
manner. That a form of doctrine was delivered 
to the church is ſenſe ; though not the ſenſe of 
this paſſage, no ſuch circumſtance being men- 
tioned—But, that the church was delivered to 
this form, is ſuch errant nonſenſe as, it may be, 
you was aſhamed of For I can hardly ſuppoſe 
you ignorant that our Engliſh tranſlation, which 


you follow, is -not the true conſtruction of the 
original. 


"M0. 


Bur what then, you will aſk me, is the 
meaning of this text, on a juſt conſtruction of 
the original ?—You ſhall have my judgment, Sir; 
obſerving only, that if I ſhould not hit upon the 
exact meaning, it is ſufficient, for the matter in 
diſpute, to have demonſtrated that your ſenſe o? : 
it is erroneous, The proper rendering, then, of 

C 2 this 


612) 


this verſe is, in my judgment, as follows 
* But thanks to God, that ye w re the ſervants f 
n, but ye have obeyed from the heart him unto 
* whom, as the type [or original} of the doctrine, 
* ye have been delivered” They had been con- 
verted to God by the apoſtle's dect ine, who 
preached Cux Is unto them. They had been 
delivered over, as it were, from their former 


maſter, Six, to another maſter, even CHRIST. 


Him the apoſtle preached— He, therefore, was 
the 7+; of his doctrine the perſon to whom 
his doctrine referred; in alluſion, perhaps, to a 
figure impreſſed on wax, which refers us to the 
perſon or original figure repreſented thereby. 


T am, 
SIR, 


your humble Servant, &c. 


LETTER 


( 139 


LS F138: Rok 77 21 20; 


E are come now, Sir, to examine 1 

other paſſage of ſcripture in which you 
ſuppoſe St. Paul refers to a fixed formulary, by 
which all doftrines were to be examined. In one 
place, you obſerve, be calls it © the form of 
« dodtrine that was delivered ;” in another place, 
e the form of ſound words—which thoſe, who 
« were fixed by the apoſtles in particular churches, 
% bad received from them.” * The former of 
theſe expteſſions has been conſidered already; 
and, in examining the original, it-appeared, that 
no mention is there made of any form being 
delivered to the church. It ſhall appear preſently, 
Sir, that in this other paſſage, 2 Tim. i. 13. 
there is not any mention made of what you 
aſſert, viz. that a form was received by Tiuorur 
for the particular church in which be was fixed. 


In 


. — 


2 Letters, page 233 
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In the mean time, however, let us ſuppoſe 
that it was as you repreſent the matter—that 
zreroroc refers here to a fixed formulary which 
had been received, and depoſited with the biſhop. 
What then can St, Paul mean by writivg | to 
TIMOTHY thus, TxJvzue» i baue the form 2— 
Does he exhort him to have the form, which, 
according to you, he already had ?—1t ſuch a 
form had been received, the apoſtle might be 
ſuppoſed to exhort him to preſerve the fame, to 
keep it, to peruſe it with care, or to ſec that his 
clergy adhered ſtrictly to it—But hardly would 
he intreat him to have what he knew him to be 
in poſſeſſion of — what he reminds him, as you 
repreſent this matter, he had received from 
himiſelf: 


Bur this brings me to obſerve to you, that 
there is no mention made here of any form being 
received from the apoſtle, It is not ſaid, he 
45 form of found words, which thou haſt received of 
t ne. — How came you, then, to aſſett, that 
St. PAUL, in this place, calls the fixed formulary 

a you 


(15) 


you contend. for, © the form of ſound words, 
which thoſe, who were fixed by the apoſtles in 
particular churches, | had received from them? 
The expreſſion in the original is far from import- 
ing the receipt of any formulary— n, a ou 
ixzr«s which [ſound words] thou baſt heard of mer 
Now, pardon me, Sir, but are you not aſhamed 
of your repteſentation of this paſſage, when 
confronted with the words themſelves ?—Biſhop 
BuRNET indeed is your authority. But why not 
judge for yourſelf, my friend ?—Bp. Buryer, 
you would have ſeen, if you had tried his opinion 
by the original, had no authority from the text 
in queſtion for his obſervation, But thus it is 
we go on ta revere great names, and to diſtruſt | 
our own judgment, even in thoſe matters, which 
require only due attention to prevent our being 
miſled concerning them. 


x Ripa paying too great a | deference to this 
authority, though a truly reſpectable one, I own, Þ 
one may perceive, that you have ſuffered yourſelf 

= op 


TY 
116) 
to be guided by our Englih tranſlators, in the 
rendering of the Greek word z. Hold foft 
* the form,” ſay our tranſlators ; as if the apoſtle 
was indeed exhorting TiMoTHny to be tenacious 
of ſome formulary he had been entruſted with, 
But the leaſt attention to the original will ſerve 
to convince any unprejudiced perſon, that this is 
a faulty rendering; * never ſignifying « to hold 


« a thing faſt :” And I am perſuaded you will 


not, on examination, find it capable of a ſenſe, 
in which! it can well apply to bree, as refer- 
ring to a formulary received 0 the apoſtle. 
Flow then, you may aſk, are we to underſtand 
this text t was eaber, Sir, to have pointed 
out the miſtake, and ſr ewn you that the ſenſe, 
in which you have taken it, cannot be the true 
one, than it may be to give the preciſe meaning 
of the Apoſtle | in this paſſage ; or, however, to 


Muſtrate * it to your fatisfaRtion, © But you ſhall 
have my beſt endeavour, | 


= 
* 
' 4% T 
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LET us attend, then, to the general deſign of 
the apoſtle in the context, At the 8th verſe he 
exhorts TiMoTHy not to be aſhamed of the 
teſtimony of our Lord, nor of himſelf the priſoer 
of the Lord; but to be partaker of the afflicti us 
of the geſpel. To encourage him to this, the 
apoſtle, at the 12th verſe, repreſents bis own 
ſtate, of ſuffcring in the ſame: cauſe, and lays: 
before him the conſideration which afforded him 
the greateſt ſupport, and inſpired him with the 
trueſt courage, telling him that he was not aſham:d, 
knowing whom he bad believed Then follows the 
verſe under conſideration, Yrervzuro we, Have 
te the What? —A fixed. formulary for the trial- 
of all. doctrines ?—This is too abru pt a tranſition 
from the ſubject of the preceding, verſes, to be 
ſuppoſed. It is moſt natural to ſuppoſe, that 
this exhortation to T1MoTHY, being. grounded 
on the above-mentioned. conſideration, and the 
example ſet him by the apoſtle, reſpects only 


» wn 


®* Perhaps this ſhould be rendered, Be thou partaker <vith e 
of affliction for the goſpel." 


(13) 


bim , his own perſonal condoct, and, porticu- 
larly, the fortitude of mind he ſhould ſhew in 
bearing the reproach of adverſarics, tor the lake 
of the goſpel. | 


 ATTznD now, Sir, to what follows the text 
in queſtion ; and you will ſce the ſame deſign 
purſued by the apoſtle. TIMOT EHV is reminded, 
by way of admonition to himlelf, of the defection 
of ſome, who had been :fraid of affliction, and 
aſhamed of the g ſpel. Their conduct, however, 
is preſently contraſted, by way of encouragement, 
and an example to him, with a fignal inſtance, 
in ONEsSIPHORUsS, of a generous attachment to 
the faith, and therein to the perſecuted apoſtle, 
whoſe chain, as it is expreſſed, he was not aſhamed 
of. From theſe admonitions and enſamples, the 
apoſtle then draws the following exhortatory 
concluſions—* Thou, therefore, my ſon, be ftrong” 
jn the grace that is in Cbriſ Jeſu.— Thou, 
10 therefore, endure hardneis, as 4 good ſoldier * 
at . 2. Phes fl. ” 


39220 


Tux 


TY 


Tur de we are conſideting, then, appear- 
ing in ſo ſtrict a connection with the deſign | of 
the apoſtle in the context, cannot well be ünder- 
ſtood to refer to any formulary, or abridgement 
of ſcripture, by which TiMoTHy was 70 examine 
all doctrines. This would imply the gtoſſeſt 
incoherence of writing. It is ſufficiently obvious, 
that it relates wholly to TiMoTHY's perſonal 
behaviour, containing ſome ſalutary advice and 
direction for the attainment of that firmneſs of 
mind, ſo neceflary to carry him with ſucceſs 
through the work of his miniſtry, which lay 
amid a variety of troubles and tribulations of the 
moſt formidable and diſcouraging nature. 


LET us next attend to the proper import of the 
word. be vIwTic,  Tuzcs and: dr. ure ATCC correlative 
terms; the. u ſignifying the expreſs image, g 
impreſſion, or delineation, of the former. 'Th us, | 
the figure impreſſed on wax, for inſtance, is the. 
leu of the figure engraven on the ſeal, which 
is the rwr, This, however, conſidered with re- 
lpe31 to the original form, or perſon, repreſented 
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by it, is itſelf an deres From hence it 
appears, that this word, „rue e, doth not pro- 
perly convey the idea of an abridgment, or ſum- 
mary, but the exact copy, or entire impreſſion of 
any thing. And GxoT1vs, you tell us, tranſlates 
it exemplar, adding, Sed hic tntellige exemplar in 
animo fixum, quod id, |ideam] Platonici vocant.* 


On which obſervations, joined to the preceding 
one, regarding the deſign of the apoſtle in the 
context, may not the following tranſlation and 
ſenſe of the paſſage in queſtion be admitted ?— 
Trerorecu ext Lyieivorrey a 35 &c.— Have thou 8 
lively idea, or impreſſion, of thoſe found words, 
which thou haſt heard of me in that faith and love 
which is in Chrift Feſus.” + 


Tam, STR, yours, &c. 
® Letters, page 27: 
+ The general purport of the exhortation, I apprehend, is that 


TiMoTHY would “ call to mind, and brar in mind, not ſuffering 


LETTER 
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LETTER XI. 


Dear $S1R, : 


AVING ſhew you, that , 2-2»; and 
uFervSwE4 -r aoywr MAY not (in the paſ- 

ſages quoted, they cannot) import © a STANDARD, 
« or FIXED FORMULARY, by which all dotirancs 
© were to be examined; I proceed to enquire, 
Whether, on ſuppoſition that they do import ſuch 


a formulary, your inference from thence be juſt. 


- 0 


6 ST. PAUL's 


; 


; 
the impreſſion thereof to be erafed by any perſecution for the goſpel) 
that ſound doctrine, which the apoſtle, out of a fincere love and 
« faithful attachment to Cndisr IE 0p Co T6074 XX4 Yarn TY © 
Xie nos] had h mſelf preached | in the hearing of Timorny.” 
Le you eng.] 

Is F w TwTH, F pig not to be en, to 227 1 ere 7 xt, 
then TiMoTHyY is exhorted, by his love and attachment to Cnyr'srT, 
to be mindful of the »poſtle's doctrine I incline to th: former. 
The difference, however, no way affefis our queſtion, 


( 22) 


« ST. Paul's manner of expreſſion,” you 
fay, © implies a ſtandard, or fixed tormulary ; 
© and, conſeguentiy, the governors of Our church 
have apoſtolic example for requiring ſubſcrip- 
tion to an eſtabliſhed confeſſion,” *ﬀ—Did the 
apoſtles, then, require ſubſcription to this ſup- 
poſed fixed formulary ?—It doth not appear they 
did. In the paſſages we have been conſidering, 

there is no mention made of any ſuch requirement. 
For this practice, therefore, of church - governors, 
you! have not n apoſtolic example. 


BoT granting farther, that the apoſtles did 
tequi e ſubſcription to a formulary of faith fixed 
by themſelves, © as a teſt of the ſoundneſs of 
*« thoſe, who applied for admiſſion to the mini- 
« ſtry ;“ yet this doth not authorize church , 
governors to require ſubſcription. to mere buma. 
forms and ſyſtems of Theology. Tne oe 
were inſpired perſons, divinely commiſſioned by. 
our Lord himſelf, to publiſh the truth, as it is ir. 
Jeſus: The formularies, or confeſſions, therefore, 
fixed 


95 
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fixed by them, were infallible teſts of ſound 
doctrine, being ol divine inſtitution, But no— 
Tn Esk,“ ay you, we ſuppoſe were-rather 
human than divine inſtitutions, though the 
« apoſtles might be their authors,”* You Anti- 
Con faſionaliſts, let me tell you, take a ſtrange 
liberty in your ſoppoſitions. But the Confeſ- 
fonal , for argument's fake, can indulge you 
even ſo far. Extravagant as the ſuppoſition ap- 
pears to me, take it for granted, that the formu- 
laries fixed by the apoſtles, as teſts of ſound dac- 
trine, were rather human than divine. What 
then ?— They were ſtill formularies fixed by the 
apoſtles. They were, according to your own ac 
count of the matter, * flandards, by which all 
" doftrines were to be examined. - They 
ere, o maintain, « not only actually made 
« uſe of by the apoſtles, but by them delivered 
« to their ſucceſſors. + What authority, then, 
bave their fucecfiors for fixing other ſtandards, or 


teſts 


eiten, page 33. 
+ Ibid. page 23. 
t Ibid. page 33. 
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teſts of faith and doctrine, than thoſe which were 
fixed and delivered to them ?—H.ve they apoſ- 
tolic example, or apoſtolic precept for this ?—So 
far from it, that St. PAuL exhorts TIMO H v, 
if we admit your conſtruction of thele texts, to 
* Hola faſt Tus form of fund words which he had 
* recerved from ui - And thanks God, that 
the churcly at Rome *© obeyed from the heart THAT 
«© form of doctrine which was delivered.” 


Weaar' apology, then, have you to offer for 
this defection, of ſucceeding biſhops, from apoſ- 
tolic authority, in this important matter, and for 
ſubſtituting their own authority ?—Or how can 
you infer a ſcriptural right to eſtabliſh ſyſtematical 
confeſſions of faith and doctrine (their own in- 
ventions) from the very inſtructions of the apoſtles 
to the contrary ?—If any ſuch ancient depoſitum 
of apoſtolic formularies was left with the biſhops, 
and the preſervation and tenacious uſe of the ſame 
was ſo particularly and ſtrongly recommended by 
them, a plain man wou'd draw this inference from 
ſuch a ſuppoſition, vis, That it was the duty of 
church- 


(25) 


church-governors to have preſerved the forms, as 
they were delivered to them in the apoſtles own 
words, and not to have added to, and mixed with 
them, their own; nay, to have utterly diſuſed, 
loſt, perhaps purpoſely deſtroyed them. For you 
are not ſhy to own, that no ſuch ancient 

ec depoſitum is no to be met with; nor aſhamed 
to commend it as a piece of pradence in theſe 
biſhops, ** to prevent the apoſtolic forms appear- 
* ing any more. And why ?—Bccauſe, 


'Ix- the firſt place, theſe being, you argue, 

e rather human than divine, it was not necgſſary 
e that they ſhould be preſerved with the ſame 
* care as the divine writings.” + But ſure; Sir, 
they ought to have been preſerved with great care, 
ſeeing in the divine writings themſelves they are 
recommended, according to your own comment, 
as © the words of faith, and of good dectrine ;” ay 
© wobolefome words,” and * the dofipine accordiug 
to godlineſs ;” as © forms of doctrine delivered to 
E ce the 


* Letters, pages 33, 34. 
+ Ibid. 
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te the church, to be obcyrd from the lar. fir nn 
* of found werd, to be beld faft.”* To prevent 
their appearing any mere, when ſo honourable a 
teſtimony was given of them in the word of God 
Y ſtrict a charge conceraing their preſervation 
delivered may be accounted ** 7 piece of prudence” 


with men, but muſt be folly and preſuinption i 
the ſight of God. 


2. ANOTHER prudential reaſon given for alter- 
ing and varying the old apoſtolic forms down to 


an utter annihilation of them, is, “the variation 


te of the caſes and ſituations of particular churches, 
c and of the ſame church, at different times,” + 
Will not ſound Chriſtian doctrine, then, Tet mo 
aſk you, ſuit particular churches under all their 


various Caſes and ſituations, at different times? 


Or, among your othet ſuppoſitions, do you ſuppoſe 


the caſes of particular churches to have been dif- 


' ferent, as to faith and doctrine, and the fame 
church 


Letters, page 23 mon] Tim. iv. 6.—vi. 3. Rom. vi. 17, 


2 Tim. 1. 13. 
+ Ibid, page 34. 
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church to vary, at different times, in this reſpect? 
Fur, if this difference of caſes and ſituations be 
underſtood to reſpect only the external circum- 
ſtances of a church, it enters not into our enquiry, 
what variety of regulations it might be prudent, 
at different times, to inſtitute. But no man ſhall 
perſuade me, that the apoltles intended their for- 
mularies, or confeſſions of faith and doctrine, to 
undergo variations, by way of prudent accomo- 
dation to the varying faith and doctrine of parti- 
reg ee Chriſtian faith and doctrine, Sir, 
is one and the ſame, and is not to be moulded 


and faſhioned to the different temper and com- 
plexion of the times. 


Your laſt argument for preventing the o/d 
apoſtolic forms appearing any more, is, * that 
*« they would only afford matter of diſpute, and 
e obſtruct the general uſe of the new ones.” #— 
But how could they have afforded matter of diſ- 
pute, if they had been preſerved and held faſt 

| B 2 28 
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as the ** F1xED Form of ſound words—the. 
* STANDARD by which all doctrines were to be 
% examined? - Indeed, after the ancient forms 
had been laid aſide, and new ones framed in their 
room, on their appearing again, it is not unlikely 
diſputes would ariſe, It might, for inſtance, 
were they by ſome accident to make their 
appearance in our days, be diſputed by ſome, 
whether they were genuine apoſtolic forms or 
not ?—Others, like-minded as yourſelf, might 
diſpute the reaſonableneſs of preferring them, 
though genuine, to the new ones; or even con- 
tend for the ſuppreſſion of them, as they might 
only obſtrut the general uſe, and thereby the 
general benefit propoſed by ſabſcribing to the new 
ones. Diſputes of this kind might ariſe. But is 
it not moſt evident, that the matter of ſuch diſ- 
putes would be furniſhed by the eſtabliſhers of 
the new formularies; and that the way to have 
prevented all diſpute, was, not for the biſhops 
ſacrilegiouſly to have ſuppreſſed the ancient apoſ- 
tolig forms, (depoſits, as you ſuppoſe, on ſacred 

record 
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record to this day) and prevented their appearing. 
any more, but to have prevented new ones ever 


appearing ?— 


THnvs, Sir, you ſee, that your argument for 
ſubſcription to human, ſyſtematical confeſſions 
of faith and dodrine, taken from the paſſages 
of ſcripture we have been conſidering, is far from 
being concluſive, even on your own ſuppoſitions. 
If wu, and breruseris are to be underſtood as re- 
ferring to a form of faith and doctrine ſettled 
by the apoſtles—If you could ſhew, that the 
ſame was required to be ſubſcribed by candidates 
for the miniſtry—lf, in ſupport hereof, we allow 
your reaſoning to be juſt, and. that the divine 
writings themſelves bear teſtimony to your notion 
of ſuch an ancient depoſitum having been lodged 
with the biſhop—I fay, with all theſe ſuppo- 
ſitions, and all theſe allowances, you are not yet 
come in fight of your concluſion: Indeed, the 
very conceſſions we make you point another way, 
and would lead us to the following conclyſian, 


That 
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„That no forms ought to be fixed as a STAN- 
© DARD, or unerring teſt, of faith and doctrine, 
« which are of later date, and of leſs authority, 
* than Zhoſe which the apoſtles drew up, deli- 
* vered to the biſhops their ſucceſſors, and —— 
* to be held * a | 


1 am, 
SIR, 


| Tour mol obedient humble S ervant, &c. 


LETTER XIII. 
S I R 


A clear proofs of a ſcriptural right to eſtabliſh 
AX confeſſions of faith and doctrine, you next 
urge the following paſſages—** Let all things be 

« done to edify ing—Let all things be done cen). 
N and in order. * — Can it be ſo clearly proved, 


then, 
® Letters, page 3. 1 Cor. xiv. 26.— 4d. 
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then, that human, ſyſtematical confeſſions are 
ſuch edifying things? — To be, in any degree, 
edifying, you' muſt acknowledge, they ought at 
teaſt to be true, eaſy of comprehenſion, and of a 
practical nature: And to be equally edifying with 
confeſſions expreſſed in the words of Chriſt and 
his apoſtles, they ſhould be equally. certain and 
fafe, in point of doctrine, equally eaſy of com- 
prebenſion, and equally referable ta Chriſtian 
practice. But human ſyſtems are not to be put 
on an equal footing with ſcripture in any of theſe 
reſpects. We cannot fo ſecurely rely upon them, 
as containing, in every article, true and found 


doctrine, as we may upon the words of — 
and his apoſtles. 


SOUND doctrine, ſyſtematically expreſſed, is, to 
the bulk of mankind, rendered thereby the-mote 
indiſtinct, liable to be miſtaken for a very dif- 
ferent doctrine, and to become an occaſion of 
much ſtrife and contention; which introduceth, 
inſtead of decency, order, and edification, confirſion 

and 
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and many evil words and works. I doubt not, 
Sir, your agreeing wich me, that the doctrine 
of the GopE Ap, as expteſſed in one of our 


creeds, is but too palpable an inſtance of this. 
And, TA . 

LASTLY, how frequently do we find, in con- 
feſſions eſtabliſhed by human authority, certain 
points propoſed to our belief, which, true or not, 
are merely ſpeculative, and have not the leaſt 
relation to Chriſtian practice So that this argu- 
ment for eſtabliſhing ſyſtematical confeſſions of 
faith, grounded on the edifyi;ng nature of them, 
is very defective; becauſe it reſts on a poſition, 
which, to ſay the beſt of it, js dubious, and 
wants proof, viz, That all things cannot be 
done to edifying, nor decently, and in order, 
bo « without eſtabliſhing human, ſyſlematical con- 
< feſſions of faith,” I know, Sir, that you ex- 
preſs yourſelf more indefinitely in this place; 
and, you may imagine, on that account, more 
guardedly. —Your words are—* without having 
5 SOME 


'T'33) 
sor eſtabliſhed formulary.” *—But, remet- 
ber, the Queſtion' is concerning. renate; sreri- 
MATICAL e 


% 
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3 I am, 
47K, 


_ Your's, &o. 
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Pe next authority, Sir, which you produce 
for eſtabliſhing conftſſions of faith, is, Tir. 


i. 5. . For this cauſe left I thee in Crete, that 
« thou eouldf ſet i in order the things THAT ARE 
„ WANTING, rs dure, and ordain elders in every 


city, as I bad appointed thee,” —Was Tir us 
left in Crete, then, for the purpoſe of eſtabliſhing 
confeſſions, and fixing formularies of faith, or of 
requiring ſubſcription to thoſe already fixed by 
the apoſtles, and depoſited with the biſhops ?— 


on * 
Lues, Page 244 
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f ſo, this paſſage was at leaſt pertinent ly adduced. 
But then it was incumbent upon you to have 
ſhe wn, that it reſerred thereto. Inſtead of which, 
you ſeem to give it as your opinion, that it refers 
only to the authority” of church-governors in 
indifferent things. Let us conſider,” ſay you, 
whether it refers not to the church- -governors 
e authority in indifferent things?” *#—And this is 
all you ſay on this text. | Surely, Sir, it is enough 
for me to fay, in anſwer to it, that our queſtion 
is not concerning church-government in indif- 
ferent things, but concerning the authority of 
church-governors in things.not indifferent, things 
of the utmoſt conſequence and concernaent'to 
marſkind, even matters of faith. and doctrine, 
which regard their underſtandings, their -cay- 
"ſciences, their eternal ſalvation.— 80 that, far from 
_ proving the right contended for, from this paſſage 
of ſcripture, you have, in fact, owned, that it 
bas no relation to the ſubject of our enquity. 


= 
a> © 


* 
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Nor more pertinently is verſe gth of the ſame 
chapter adduced here ;—* Holding faſt the faith- 
ful word, as he hath been taught, that he may 
«© be able, by ſound docttine, both to exhort and 
© to convince gainſayers. —Now, Sir, if you 
had duly weighed, as you admoniſh us duly to 
weigh, this charge given to the bifhop, and 
conſidered in what manner he himſelf had been 
taught the faithful word, you would not have 
thought of bringing ſuch a text to ſhew the law- 
fulneſs of drawing up ſyftematical confeſſions of 
faith and doctrine, and requiring ſubſcription to 
the fame. The faithful word was delivered by 
.Chriſt, and by his apoſiles, under the immediate 
inſtuence of rhe Holy Ghoſt. The charge to the 
biſhop is, that he ſhould hold faſt this faithful 
Word, not as he might think proper to explain 
and define it in a Hematical way, and in acco- 
modation to his own metaphy ſical notions and 
dogmata, but . +» Az», According to tbe doc- 
trine, that is, as he himſelf had heard and re- 
ceived it of the apoſtles. And in this way, viz. 
by holding faſt the faithful word, as delivered by 

F 2 the 
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the holy evangeliſts and apoſtles, rather than as 
it lies in human ſyſtems, may Chriſtian biſhops 


te be able, by ſound dorine,* both to exhort and | 
** to convince gainſayers.” 


Wrru leſs pertinency ſtill, if poſſible, you 
call upon us © to reflect on the directions given 
* to T1Tvs to examine into the qualifications of 
* thoſe he ordained, or conſecrated, preſbytets or 
* biſhops, and the charge given to the biſhops, 
* bow to cenduf? themſelves.” The direction 
which T1Tvs received, on this head, from the | 
apoſtle, was, to examine © IF any be blameleſs, 
the buſband of one wife, having faithful children, 
40 not accuſed f riot, or unruiy.— Fur à biſhop 
785 muſt be blameleſs, as the ſteward of God; not | 
C felf-wwilled, not ſoon angry, not given to Wine, 
no ſiriker, ngt given to filthy lucre; but a lever 
11 of hoſpitality, a lover of good men; ſober, juſt, 
os holy, temperate. 48 cu are the qualifications, 
which TI us was directed to make the ſubject 


of 


» Azozanc vyianzer, by a ſound method of teaching. 
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of his examination, when he ordained preſbytets, 
or conſecrated biſhop Such the charge given 
* to the biſhops, how to. conduct themſel ves: 
that, by an exemplary ſimplicity of manners, 
purity of life, and an irreproachable converſation, 
« they might convince gainſayers, or, at leaſt, 
« flap their mouths.” And what hath this to do, 
my friend, with the caſe of ſubſcription? 


FINALLY, you call upon us © to conſider the 
inſtructions given to TiMoTay, concerning 
the choice and examination of biſhops and 
« prefbyters—in the 3d and 5th chapters of St. 
« PauL's firſt Epiſtle to him. * In the thicd 
chapter we have a deſcription of the qualifications 
required in him that deſireth the office of a M 
and of thoſe which a deacon ſhould poſſeſs. Out 
of the candidates for the purple, then, TiMoTHyY's 
choice is directed by the following deſcription— 
A biſhop; muſt be blamehſi, the buſband of one 
© wife, vigilant, ſober, of goed, bebavicur, given 


bo hoſpitality, apt to teach; not given 10 wine, 


{ % „ na 
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no trier, not greedy of filthy lere; but patgent; 
WE 2 rauer, not covetous; one that rule well 
t his own houſe, baving bis children in ſabjection, 
* with all gravity ; {For if a man know not how 
* to rule his own houſe, how ſhall-he take cate 
of the church of God ?) Not a novice; — More- 
te over, be muſt have 4 good report of them which 
& are without. Theſe are all the requifites in a 
biſhop, which St. Paul has, in this chapter, 
thought proper to mention to TIMeruv. And 
how ſhall 1 ſet myſelf to convince you, that they 
are all nothing to your purpoſe l can think of 
no better way, at preſent, than to adviſe you to 
conſider with yourſelf, Whether a biſhop may 
not poſſeſs every one of the above-mentioned 
qualifications, without having himſelf ſubſeribed, 

or requiring ſubſcription of others, to articles of 
faith and docttine, drawn up in a ſyſtematical, 
unſcriptural form? But pray, Sir, when you re- 
ferred me to this paſſage, what might it be that 
ſtruck you at the time ?—You will oblige me by 
r am curious to know, which 
N | of 
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of all theſe qualifications you conceived to be any 
how connected with the ſubjeR of SuBsCRIP TION. 
As for what is ſaid, in this chapter, about 
the ordination of preſbyters, ot (as they are there 
ſtyled) deacons, it has been already conſidered, 
and more at large than I ſhould need to do for 
your conviction, in a Letter to our friend: the 
Profeſſor. To this, _—_— I _ leave 10 
* your e of rn e N 1 


I the fifth chapter, to which you farther 
refer us © for a conſideration of the inſtructions 
© piven- to TToTRY, concerning the choire 
.< and examination of biſhops and preſbyters, 
I find not any iaſtructions given him on 1. 
head. Biſbope are not ſo much as mentioned. 
And the inſtructions he received concerning pre/- 
on or ne 4 not either to a choice ho 
Pages 10—190f ALzttTzrto Dr. EPs . 
by his Second Vindication, æc. Printed for F. John/on, No. 8, 


in Pater: noſter Row, and 7. Cadill, in che Strand. 1767. 
4 Letters, page 35. 


' ſhould make of them, or to the mode of examining 
them for orders; but only to the propriety of 


TY 


his own behaviour towards them, and the mea- 


ſure of reſpe& and eſtimation, to which thoſe, 


that diſcharged the office with —_— and Fr 


. dence, were entituled. 


80 faintly coneludes your account of the war- 


rant we have from ſcripture and apoſtolic practiee 


to require ſubſcription to articles of faith, ſy{- 
tematically drawn up, and impoſed by human 
authority :—And I think any unprejudiced Chriſ- 
tian muſt allow that you have brought no proof 
from ſcripture ** that the apoſtles and their ſuc- 
« cefſors uſed ſuch a formulary” as the queſtion 
hath reſpect to, or © that they appointed church- 
* governors; and that thele were to appoint ſuc- 
* ceffors, for future times, with power and autho- 
*-rity” to fix any uch formulary, © as a teſt of 
* the ſoundneſs of the principles of thoſe N 
* apply for admiſſion into the miniſtry.“ * 


; Tam, STR, your's, &c 
P N page 3 36. 
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LETTER XV. l. 


Dear Six, 


OTwiTHSTANDING the minuteneſs with 
which I have conſidered the texts you 
have particularly adduced in proof of a ſcriptural 
right to eſtabliſh human, ſiſtematic confeſſions of 
faith and doctrine, you might think me ſtill de- 
ficient in the examination of your arguments, 
were I to pals by without any notice what you 
have more generally inferred from our common. 
obligation, as Chriſtians, * to maintain the, purity 
te of the goſpel-dotrine, as much as in us lies. 
You very juſtly obſerye, that, 4 in order to main, 
a tain and defend the true goſpel-· doctrine, we 
« muſt examine the ſcriptures, and. ſee what they 
« teach us, and we muſt hold faſt the right doc- 
* trine,” We are alſo commanded, you farther 
obſerve, 0 not to add to, or take auay from, hat 
« 7s is taught in ſeripture."+ 2 

Letters, page 21. 
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Now, theſe expreſſions, and ſuch like, the 
objectors to human confeſſions do themſelves 
urge as arguments of the unlawfulneſs thereof.” 
To you * they appear in a quite contrary light.” 
Scripture, Sir, is ſo often made to bend to mens 
purpoſes, that I cannot wonder at any direction 
you may attempt to give it. Perhaps a ſucceeding 
Anti- Confeſfionaliſt may go ſtill farther than you, 
and urge, in favour of impoſing ſubſcription to 
human ſyſtems, the following texts Be not ye 
"called RABBI—Srand faſt in the liberty where- 
with Chriſt bath made you free. Neitber be ye 
te galled Maſters; for one ts your maſter, even 
„CnRIsT. I ſhoutd hardly wonder, after what 
& here urged in favour' of ſubſcription. But take 
your" own” road; my friend, in the purſuit of 


truth—Be willing only to leave It, on conviction 
Hat i it leads not en 33 


I cannot be. you lay, « how theſe and 
© ſoch like commands can be complied with, 
* without * fore 2 * — Nor do I 

ſee 


» Letters, page 22. 
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fee how this can be done, without me Tettled 
form.— But holy ſcriptare is tliat ſorted form 
by adhering invariably to whieh, we ſhall © com- 
ply with the apoſtle's command to hel e the 
«right docttine.“ To try doctrines by 7b form, 
to prove them all by ſcripture,” and to bold faſt 
thoſe only which ate agreeable thereto, is Hicutti- 
bent on all Chriftians, and mote eſpeciatty' on 
- Chriſtian miniſters, who ate Wee to * 
others in the right doctrine. 90) c lan 


Bur this method of trying doctrines, you by 
no means approve of.—It is too tedious a way of 
going to work. — It is * next to impoſſible.“ 
It is a; in you nn = base nn. 4 


Hav you, Dunk a more commodiour form 
to propoſe, for the trial of docttines, than that 
which is already ſettled by Chriſt and his apoſtles ? 
Have you one to which we may as ſafe truft, 
in deciding upon matters relating to eternal fal- 
vation Ves, truly; The uſe of a judicious 
G 2 « formulary,” 


Letten, page 22. 


e formulary,” you affirm, © is equally ſafe.” — 
Dear Sir! for the honour of facred writ, be more 
careful of your words, more decent and reverend 
in your affirmations. No human forms, the moſt 
judicious that were ever compoſed, ſhould, in this 
reſpect, be put upon a level with the ſcriptures 
of truth. Equally ſafe! Alas! Sir, infinitely leſs 
fafe—For, as zZeſts of Chriſtian docttine, there is 
no ſafety in them. They are themſelves to be 


tried by the ſcriptures, the. only teſt of divine 
truth. 


I am not afraid to apply this even to our own 
formularies. They are not es whereby doc- 
trines are to be aſcertained. Our church, in her 
Vich article, to which you and I, Sir, have ſab- 
M{cribed, acknowledgeth holy ſcripture alone to be 
the teſt of any doctrine, whether it ſhould: be 
believed as an article of the faith.” She ſubmits 
her own articles, you ſee, to be tried by this 
divine rule ;—So. far is She from ſetting up her 
_ own judgment, as equally ſafe, in the trial of 
2, doctrines, 
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doctrines, with the word of God; or, conſidering 
it as a thing both * next to impoſſible,” and alſo 


very unneceſſary,” to ES every new doctrino 
to this teſt, 


Bur you proceed to give us your reaſon for 
judging it unneceſſary *©* to apply to ſcripture, 
and compare the doctrine therewith—Becauſe,” 
you ſay, ** when we have once fatisfied ourſelves, 
that our formulaty contains a true ſummary of 
ſeripture- doctrine, (which all ought to do, who 
« afſent to it) we may as ſafely truſt to that, as 
* to the reſult of our enquiries in any particular 
* diſpute,” —All candidates, then, for the office 
of public teaching, ought, before they give theic 
aſſent, by ſubſcription, to our formulary, to have 

ſatisfied themſelves, that it contains a true ſum- 
mary of ſcripture-doctrine. But how can they 
_ fatisfy themſelves of this, but by that very method 
which you judge to be very unneceſſary, viz. * by 
comparing every one of the doctrines it ſets 
forth, with the paſſages of ſcripture referring 


e thereto?“ 


* 
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e thereto ?'—And, if they do this, where can 
be the neceſſity for any other ſettled form to 
examine doctrines by, than ſcripture itſelf? 
The neceſſity of fy/kematical forms is ſtill more 
falſely inferred from our obligation * to comply 
* with the command of the apoſtle to hold faſt 
e the right doctrine. Human ſyſtems of divi- 
nity, generally abounding with: abſtract and 
metapbylical terms, are much more intricate. and 
uncertain, and conſequently lefs to. be depended 


upon, than the | ſcriptures which they pretend to 


explain. 


FARTHER, let us even ſuppoſe, that a te- 
matical formulary may be as ' ſafely depended 
upon, as one drawn up in the words of ſcripture; 


yet, what have we gained thereby? We have 


not ſayed ourſelves the trouble you propoſe to be 
faved by it. On the contrary, this ſyſtematical 
abſtra& of ſeripture- doctrine only adds to the 
trouble we ſhould have in comparing © the new 
** doctrine” with an unſyſtematical abſtract, or 
One 


(47) 

one conceived” in ſcripture-terms.—For, if it be 
conceived in ſcripture terms, we are fure it con- 
tains true ſcripture-doCtrine; in which caſe we 
have but one trouble, wiz. that of comparing 
« the new. doftrine” therewith : Whereas, if it 
be drawn up in unſcriptural terms, and in a fyſ- 
tematical form, the ſyſtem itſelf is firſt to be 
examined by ſcripture, before it can be admitted 
as 2 teſt af doQtines.—Sa that, before a candidate 
for orders can; bave ſatisfied, himſelf, that the 
fixed formulary contains a true ſummary of ifesip« 
ture-docttine, (which, you ſay, all ought to do, 
who affent to it) he muſt be at the trouble of 
comparing every one of its doctrines, if every one 
of them be unſcripturally. expreſſed, with ſcrip- 
ture; nay, for the reaſon. you yourſelf give, 
„ with every peſſage of ſcripture, which can 
e poſſibly have any reference to it; fince a 
e doctrine may appear agreeable to one, or two 
<< paſſages, «conſidered ſingly, which may differ 
from the general tenour of — | 
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(48) 

NxITHER the commodioufneſs, therefore, nor 
. the ſaſety of a ſyſtematical formulary, for the 
trial of doctrinęs, doth by any means appeat. 
Scripture, Sir! the. word of God, as delivered to 
mankind by Chriſt and his apoſtles, is. the only 
infallible. teſt of docttines, which regard che ſal- 
vation of the ſoul - the only authority to which 
an appeal can be made with perfect ſafety. The 
plain inference” is, that we ſhould apply, in this 
matter, to ſcriptute, and not to HUMAN, 'YBTE< 
MATICAL formularies. MM Oy 
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LETTER XVI. 


MUST beg leave, Sir, fe ma 
with one letter more, in anſwer do an objection, 
which, on reviewing your, argument, I am ſorry 
to find Rill lying againſt the” plain inference in 
favour of n with which my i 


TEE o 


| das ry be apt to „ think,” toy you, 
« that it would be moſt natyral to apply ta. 
0 ſcripture, and compare, the dogrine therewith.” 
But your objection to this meaſure 1 is, that, « all 
> parties pretend to ſeriptute · authority one 
good reaſon, I ſhould think, why, in deciding 
controverſies, ſeripture . and not human, 
— abſtraQts thereof, ' ſhould be appealed 

For, if all partics ptetend to ſcripture-autho- 
rity, how can an unſcriptural formulary, ſettled 
by one party, be judged a proper “ way of en- 
„ quiring into the validity of the particular argu | 
ments by which the uber fide maintains its 
-: ſentiments ?”#.—For inſtance— 
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Tre church of Rome, you welt know, holds. 
the” doArine' of "free: will; merit, ot juſtification 
by works: ©'The church of England explodes the 
doQint of free: will, and its conſequent, merit; 
affir ming, and recenimending it as * an Whole- 
« ſome doctrine, arid«very; full of comfort, that 
te we are juſtified by faith only, "ee "Now, by 


what rule, let me aſk you, ſhall an impartial a and 

abs enquirer try Wo the, validity of the, 
particular arguments, 4 Fa which th the Jeſuits, 
the true. { ons of the | Ramijh church, maintain 
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theſe their ſentiments ?—According t to 1 7 there, 
of thele 


is P 0 wah ' for him to take but, on 
þ ) &3 1143 | 
two, either to compare. the arguments with ſerip- 


ture fel, or with ſome other ſettled form, con- 
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taining, in the Judgment. of. the compilers, an, 
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= abffract of feriptyre,"t. The former you ap- 
prehend 0 be. A both. nex to. impoſlible, and alſo, 
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cc very neceſſary,” 5 The latter ou, den. 
1 44 * 0 - 
mend as ©* more commodious, aud equal} V Tafe,”** ID, 
* Well 
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＋ In her XIth article, and beach on Tultkcation, 
7 * 8g page 21. 
7 Ibid. 
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(32) 
Well then, the fcriptore method of examination 
being laid afide as improper, the enquiter muſt 
go the other way to work, and try the merits bf 


the caſe by ſome buman, eſtabliſhed lem, or 
formuſary of fajth. and dogrines It, remains to 


alk ; you—-To which of the tyſems £ ſhall he have 
Wks for his own copvigion, « or che decifion 


2 #48 
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this — with you. "Mo Sir, if you. can 
reſolve it in any. tolerable conliftence | with your 
own obſervation, 10 that all parties pretend to 
be ſeripture-authority.” : 
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rosrsen iir, 
0 AS going to excuſe myſelf the Further 


' trouble of diſcuffing | the queſtion concerning 


the utility of Subſcription, Ke. on the following re- 
| mark made by yourlelf, 1 vi. 3 that the ge 


* 
* 


« « material queſtion.” Burk it is ' yout arguments 
only 1. have concerned myſelf with. Theſe mey 
| have been. fully refuted, without my pretending 

(indeed i ic has not been ray aim) to have diſproved 
the right itſelf. It lies on the opponents of reform- 
ation to prove the right. I ſhall, therefore, only 


beg your indulgence of me in purſuing the ſubject 


at my leiſure, which, I need not inform you, is 


| labie to many interruptions. | 
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LETTER XVII. 


Dear SIR, 


8 
14 AVING, I hope, ſufficiently made it 


appear, that your arguments in favour 
of the right of proteſtant churches to eſtabliſh 
confeſlions—y UMAN, SYSTEMATICAL confeſ- 
ſions—of faith, are utterly inconcluſive, I come 
now to examine thoſe which you have brought 
to ſhew the utility of ſuch an eſtabliſhment. 


B __ 


(2) 
Ix purſuing this method*I have done as 5 
propoſed in the beginning of your 'Third Letter. 
Let me obſerve, however, that this is no other 
than the method propoſed and followed in the 
Confeſſional, That you ſhould charge our author, 
therefore, with conſidefing the utility before the 
right of eſtabliſhing confeſſions of faith, muſt be 
matter of ſur prize to every one, who remembers, 
that the utility is formally conſidered, in anſwer 
to Epiſcopius, in chap, iii. after the right had 
been conſidered in the preceding chapter. 
I 6urss your apology for bringing ſo groundleſs 
a charge, will be, that in the u chapter of the 
Confeſſional notice is taken of the utility, or 
however the ſucceſs, of eſtabliſhed confeſſions. 
But this could be only an handle for you, and 
cannot be admitted as any apology. That chapter, 
you very well know, is chiefly Liſtorical, not 
a argumentative ; exbibitiog the riſe and progreſs of 
eſiabliſhed confeſſions, with a view of the ill 
ſucceſs which, in 7a, had hitherto attended 
them: And if the matter had been left there, 


would you not have ſaid, That chis hiſtorical 
| account, 


63] 


account, however juſt, of the ill ſucceſs of the 
particular confeſſions therein mentioned, was 
nothing to the general utility? eſpecially as you 
are for varying confeſſions as oft as the inexpe- 
diency, or good effect, of the old ones ſhould 
be perceived.“ But ſee the very order obſerved 
in the Confeſſional, which you have charged the 
writer with neglefting to obſerve, nay, with 
antentionally reverſing, in order, by © railing ſome 
“ prejudices againſt the utility of confeſſions, to 
* gain a more favourable attention to his attack 
on the right of enjoining them.”+ For this 
piece of diſingenuity, (for an over-fight it could 
not be) I have ſpared to reprove you, otherwiſe 
than by expoſing the groundleſſneſs of the charge, 
and ſhall leave you to your own reflections upon 
it, after reminding you once more, That the 
general utility is conſidered in a chapter for the 
purpoſe, and which doth not precede, but imme- 
diately follows that in which the claim of right 
is diſcuſſed, Now to the queſtion, 


* LETTERS, pag. 32, 34+ 
+ Ibid. pag. 6. 
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Your firſt and main argument, its ſcattered 
parts collected and diſpoſed, will ſtand thus 
* There can be no edificatien in religious ſociety, 
« without uniformity of opinion Jo obtain this 
« wniformity, confeſſions cf faith were eſtabliſhed, 
% having a ſuitableneſs to this end—THEREFORE 
* {hey are uſeful,”* 

T 11s fort of reaſoning, in favour of ſubſcrip- 
tion to human articles, takes its riſe from a diffi- 
dence in the original principle of the reformation 
from popery, viz. © a right of judging, every 
& man for himſelf, of the {enic of ſcripture,” # 
This principle left al! proteſtante, as well con- 
ſidered individually, as collected into different 
ſocieties, or churches, on a perfectly equal foot- 
ing in the matter of religion. But, on this prin- 
ciple, a diveriity of opinions was unavoidable, 
What then ?—Woas the original plan of reforma- 
tion to be contracted ?—Were the privileges of 
proteftants to be abridged—the rights of the 
Chriſtian church, ſo lately regained, to be again 

encroached 


®* LETTERS, pag. (8,73. 
+ Ibid, page 13. 


. 


encroached upon, for the ſake of uniformity ?— 
Could any fancied inconvenience in a diverſity of 
opinions, warrant the rulers of this world to con- 
troul the authority of the ſcriptures—to impede 
the courſe of the goſpel—to forbid the people 
free acceſs to the well of everlaſting life—to cloſe 
up the fountain which had been opened by the 
death of Chriſt, and by bim left open to all 
believers—to deliver out the bleſſed water in their 
own ſcanty meaſures, or ſuffer it to be taſted 
only in the impure courſe it might take under 
their direction? Or what impoſition may not 
be juſtified on ſuch a plea for reſtraining that 
liberty, wherewith-Chriſt has made us free ?— 
If God, our ſaviour, has granted us that privilege, 
of judging for ourſelves of the ſenſe of ſcripture, 
which the reformers, in withdrawing from the 
church of Rome, aſſerted, no man, no body of 
men, has a right, under the pretence of pre- 
venting bad conſequences, to debar us, by any 
method, or in any degree, of that privilege. The 
plea of utility is not to be admitted here - And if 
the reformers, on finding their followers breaking 
into ſccts, began to fear for the conſequence of 

| | their 


(6) 


their own principle, adopted maxims inconſiſtent 
with it, and, in order to preſerve or ſtrengthen 
their influence over their teſpective followers, 
meditated a more narrow plan of conduct for 
them, than that which they had proceeded upon 
in their own caſe of ſeparation, they certainly 
Jo far encroached on Chriſtian liberty. You can- 
not juſtify them.—You ought not to have at- 
tempted it. Candour indeed might ſuggeſt an 
apology for them.—But an apology had been 
already made, It would not be wanting, when 
their conduct came (happily for their memory !) 


under the review of our author ſo firm—fo 
friendly, as he hath ſhewn himſelf to be, to the 
glorious cauſe they engaged in, and ſo tender, 
where obliged to touch the foibles and infirmities 
of thoſe venerable fathers of the reformation,* 


I nave thought it, Sir, not improper to pre- 
ſent you with this view of the origin of your 
argument, before I proceeded to examine it more 
directly. You mean to argue on the maxims of 
the reformers—But it is only on thoſe maxims, 

which 


* ConFes$10NAL, pag. 19. 20, 


(7) 
which they adopted after they had emancipated 
themſelves from the tyranny of Rome, not on 
thoſe which led them to attempt their emanci- 
pation—maxims which they drew not imme- 
diately from ſcripture, (as they did their original 
principle) but took up, on a view of the external 
ſtate of the reformed church. They ſaw her 
divided and become multiform in opinion. They 
would have her uniform. Uniformity in opinion, 
they now judged, would be expedient—was be- 
come neceſſary to any edification. In conſe- 
quence of this new principle, ſcripture was to be 
interpreted in one ſenſe the one true ſenſe to be 
fixed by themſelves — fallible men—and, for 
greater preciſion, in other words than thoſe of 
Chriſt and his apoſtles.“ For the warrantableneſs, 
how- 


* « If (ſays Dr. Rutherforth) the ſenſe of ſcripture may be 
expreſſed more plainly, why not more preci/e/y, than in the words 
of Chriſt, and his apo les?“ “ The governors of the church, have 
therefore, found it neceſſary to introduce what are called zexwv and 
* unſcriptural words and expreiſions—to fix the ſenſe, in which 
« ſeripture- expreſſions are (to be) underſtood by thoſe, who are 
candidates for the office of public teaching.” VII Dic. pag.11, 

The Profeſſor will excuſe the liberty taken to fix the ſenſe, in 


which his words and expreſſions, in the above citation, are only 
intelligible. | 


(3 
however, of ſuch a procedure, they could not 
appeal to ſacred writ, 


THr1s then I fay, Sir; that you have impoſed 
upon yourſelf in this argument, by imagining 
that you muſt tread on ſafe ground in following 
the ſteps of the reformers ; ſeeing the reformers 
were but men: And though their original prin- 
ciples are undoubtedly ſolid, being founded in 
God's word, and therefore may ſafely be truſted 
to, yet we mult not follow em, any more than 
other men, where their own judgment only would 
lead us. 

Jam, 


S TR, 


Your moſt obedient humble Servant, &c. 


(9) 


LETTER XVII. 


HE maxim, Sir, which appears at the head 

of your argument Were can be no edifi- 

cation in religious ſaciety, without uniformity of 
opinion comes now under conſideration. This, 
our author obſerves, was unhappily “ adopted 
by the reformers as ſelf evident: And the obſer- 
vation 1s certainly juſt : For they could not appeal 
to ſcripture for the truth of ſuch a maxim, It is 
not expreſſly upon record, among the ſayings of 
our Lord, or in the writings of his apoſtles. 
They could not juſtly infer it from any general 
principle of ſcripture, It ſeemed equally inca- 
pable of being deduced from any principle of reaſon, 
Accordingly they attempted not a proof of it from 
either quarter. For our conviction of its truth, 
its own evidence was to ſuffice, As they left the 
matter, therefore, we have but to deny the truth 
of the maxim, to oppoſe our judgement to their 
authority, and to aſſert that there may be ediſication 
in a religious ſociety, without uniformity of opinion. 
C But 
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(10) 
But as you have undertaken to prove it, (it ſhould 


ſeem, then, it is not altogether ſelf-evident) we 
muſt examine what you have to ſay for it. 


BRI EFL, then, you reſt its evidence on the 
flowing poſition “ The true ſenſe of ſcripture 
n be but one. —From hence, you fay, it 
3x 


M mediately follows, That ere can be no 


ell fication in religious ſociety, without uniformity 
/ opinion.“ * 


Now I ſhall not, at preſent, diſpute the premiſe 
from which the maxim in queſtion is inferred. 
Of tha!, let me only obſerve, you yourſelf ſeem 
to be ſomewhat doubtful, not venturing to admit 
it as true, without reſtriction to certain parts of 
ſcripture, You are not for * extending it to 
te prophecies, for inſtance, and ſuch paſſages as 
'« Dr. Powel is ſpeaking of in the quotation, 
e te (J) p. 48. of the Con/eſſ onal,” But, true 
'or falſe, and reſtricted to your own liking, the 
concluſion you ul draw from it, is not valid; 
much lels doth it * immediately follow,” If the 

true 


® LETTERS, pag. 69, 70. 


(11) 


true ſenſe of ſcripture can be but one, all that 
can be immediately concluded from hence, is— 
That of two, or more, ſenſes put upon it, one, or 
more, muſt be falſe— All difference from THAT ts 
error; and, conſequently, in a religious ſociety, 
where any difference of opinion obtains, /ome 
perſon, or perſons, muſt be in an error —.T his may 
be allowed. This will follow. But what then? 
Does it yet follow, that Here can be no edification 
in that ſociety ?—We are not come in ſight of any 
ſuch concluſion, 


ANnp I defire to know, what ſhould hinder 
thoſe members of the ſociety, who are ſuppoſed 
to hold erroneous opinions, from edifying in com- 
pany with thoſe, who hold the one true ſenſe of 
ſcripture ?—Are they not full as likely to receive 
ſome inſtruction, to be b: tier informed concern- 
ing the points wherein they err, and to be gradu- 
ally led into the truth, by being allowed to join, 
and continue in ſociety with their fellow-chriſtians, 
who are happily of a better way of. thinking, as 
they would be, if e excluded, or rejected from the 
ſociety? — Would not this be to cut them off from 

1 almoſt 
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(12) 
almoſt a poſſibility of edifying ?—Would it not 
tempt them to cheriſh their errors ?—Is it not 
laying them under the neceſſity of ſeeking edifica- 
tion in their own way, and to form themſelves 


into a diſtinct ſociety upon their own heretical 
principles? In this way indeed they would have 
uniformity of opinion. And if that be ſo great a 
bleſſing to the church—ſo neceſſary to any edifi 
cation in religious ſociety, as you would conclude 
it to be ; then it will follow, that they may edify 
more in this new ſociety, where eſſential errors in 
religion are uniform!y profeſſed, than among thoſe, 
who maintain the oe true ſenſe of ſcripture, 


Bu r, © the admiſſion of profeſſors of opinions 
© believed to be erroneous, into a religous ſociety, 
e muſt juſt ſo far prevent the edification of that 
** ſociety, as a mixture of error with true religion 
« does,” *.—] deny it, Sir. To mix error with 
true religion can never tend to, but muſt needs 
prevent, the edification of that ſociety, in which 
the error is eſtabliſhed, juſt ſo far as it leads any 
from the truth. But profeſſors of opinions be- 

lieved 


. Lirrins, pag, 70. 


(13) 
lieved to be erroneous, by being admitted into a 
religious ſociety, in which true religion, unmixed 
with error, is eſtabliſhed and tavght, may them- 
ſclves be greatly edified, (perhaps converted to the 
truth) without in any degree preventing the edifi- 
cation of that ſociety, and“ the good effects to be 


te hoped for from preſerving the purity of reli- 
e gion.“ 


HowEveR, you perplex yourſelf here, and 
darken the matter, by changing the ſtate of the 
cale, The admiſſion of profeſſors of opinions 
believed to be ' erroneous, into a religious ſociety, 
and what effect the admiſſion of ſuch may have 
upon the ſociety, is not in the queſtion ; but, 
Whether in a religious ſociety, the members of 
which are not uniformly of the ſame opinion, as 
to the ſenſe they put on certain paſſages of ſcrip- 
ture, Chriſtians may not, ſuch difference of opi- 
nion notwithſtanding, receive mutaal edification ? 
And ſurely, Sir, they may edify one another. 
If not, what are we to judge of the great protcſ- 
tant ſociety at large or of any one of the numerous 
ſocieties of which it conſiſis — an there be 10 

edification 


(14) 
edification in the reformed church, becauſe it hath 
not uniformity of opinion? Shall we ſay, that 
no good can come of a friendly intercourſe be- 
tween the differently denominated parts thereof? 
May not ſome advantage ariſe to the proteſtant 
cauſe, from a free communication, among the 
different churches, of each others ſentiments 
from mutual advice and exhortation in ſpiritual 
matters from calm, conſiderate debates on any 
important points, and from decent remonſtrances 
with ſuch as affect rule and precedence, or mani- 
felt a narrow neſs of ſentiment in doubtful diſpu- 
tations? I am ſure much more good is likely to 
accrue to the common cauſe of proteſtants, as 
well as to our own eſtabliſhment, from ſuch a 
method of treating the differences which ſubſiſt 
among, and managing the controverſies which 
divide proteſtants, than could be expected from 
any correſpondence with popiſh doctors, on a 
projet for uniting us with a popiſb church, and 
that with conceſſions in favour of the groſſeſt ſuber- 


fution and idolatry.* 
Ap 
It now appears with the fulleſt evidence, from a narrative, 


confirmed by authentic papers, 4 
1. That 


( 25.) 
AND what muſt we think of our own church, 


if this maxim is to be admitted, that there can be 
no edification in religious ſociety, without uniformity 


of 


1. That archbiſhop Fake did correſpond with certain doctors 
of the Sorbonne. | 

2. That he was moved, and that on the ſlighteſt hint from his 
correſpondent, to enter upon a proje# of uniting the church of 
England with the French popiſh church. 

3. That he was mighty fond of the project. 

4. That he apprehended there wanted little elſe, towards the 
ſucceſs of the project, than the removal of the French church from 
the juriſdiction of Rome; for that 

5. He gave a very indulgent reception to the propoſals contained 
in Du Pin's Commonitorium, wherein not ane peculiar dere of the 
Romiſh church will be found to be fairly given up. 

6. It doth ut appear that he * never made any conceſſions ;”) on 
the contrary, ſome groſs conceſſions, much to the diſparagement of 
our eſtabliſhment, do appear, particularly in one of his grace's own 
letters, (No. 8.) 

Laſly, That, if an inflance is wanting to prove his“ offering to 
give up, in order to promote the union, any one point of the 
** eſtabliſhed doctrine and diſcipline of the church of England,“ yet 
in almoſt every letter from his grace, there is proof, that he was 
not averſe to giving up ſomething of both, and effecting the union 
on a mutual approach of the two churches, as to points of doctrine 
In Mghein's words Pacen cum ecc leid Gallicana, ſalvit urklus- 
QUE parti ſententiis fpleriſque, facere vol ur. 


See Appendix iii. 7 Maelaine's Tran/lation 
of Moſhcim's Eccl. Hift. 
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ef opinion ?—You that contend for a latitude in 
ſubſcribing her articles muſt not pretend, that She 
is uniform in opinion. Can there, then, be no 
edification among us, becauſe we are not agreed 
about the ſenſe of our articles ?— 


PERHAPS you will ſay, we are agreed and uni- 
form in eſſential or important matters, which is 
all the uniformity you plead for. But then 
you ſhould inform us, which of the 39 articles 
are eſſential and important. Are not all the doc- 
trinal articles of our church eſſential, or however 
important ?—Are not the doctrines of, The holy 
and wndivided TRINITY — Juſtification by faith 
oNLY—The belpleſs condition of man fince the 
Fall—ORr1GINAL Sin—Unconditional PREDES- 
TIN ATION —eficntial doftrines?—If they are not 
neceſſary to be believed, it was wnneceſſary to 
eſtabliſh them And if they are receſ/ary articles 
of belief, then you muſt allow that our differences 
of opinion are about eſſential and important mat- 
ters; and conſequently, according to your maxim, 


there can be no edification in our religious 


ſocie y. 


Now, 
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Now, Sir, on the firſt of the abovementioned 
doctrines, the leading doctrine of our church, 
you want not to be informed, that ſome of our 
firſt-rate divines have held very different opinions, 
Dean Sherlock differs from Dr. South ; Dr. Wallis 
widely from both ; Dr. Waterland from each of 
the foregoing, though not ſo much from South, 
as from the other two; and Dr. Clarke totally 
from all four. Each of the five has had his adju- 
tors and opponents, among the clergy—Each his 
followers and diſſentients, among the laity. 


Nox have the other articles above cited been 
conſidered uniformly in the ſame ſenſe, The 
author of, An Eſſay on Eſtabliſbments in Religion, 
has been hardy enough directly to impugn the 
doctrine contained in our Xth article:“ And ano» 
ther anonymous writer of a book entituled, © Three 
Letters'—three times as large as your fifteen put 
together—**to the author of the Confeſſional,” owns, 
that ** the contrary opinions charged on the 17th 


0 article, are not contained in it, but are conſe- 
D &« quences 


* Effay, p. 118, We find this anonymous performance attrivuted 
by the Critical Reviewers to one Mr. Rotheram, | 
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ee quences drawn by different men from different 
«* parts of it, which the article was not framed 
© to maintain but to avoid*.” And yet, for his 
own opinion, you ſee how his principle of ſub- 
ſcribing with /ati/ude, bewilders the unhappy 
man; inſomuch, that one can more certainly ſay, 


he is at a loſs how to underſtand the article, than 
what his ſenſe of it may be. 


Wuar ſhall we ſay now to this want of uni- 
formity in our religious ſociety ?—That there can 
be no edification among us ?—This difference of 
opinion, you will obſerve, is not in leſſer matters 
only, but about the eſſential articles of our faith— 
articles, necęſſary to be believed; and, conſe- 
quently, concerning which, as you will have it, 
* the ſenſe of ſcripture can be but one”. For 
otherwiſe you might bring yourſelf off by ſay- 
ing, as at page 109, that „ the articles were not 
agreed upon to avoid a/ diverſities of opinion, 
but only ſuch as were thought neceſſary to be 
* avaiged,” Unluckily, however, for your .argu- 


ment, this want of uniſormity is on points con- 


cerning 


Second letter, p. 166 
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cerning which you affirm, “ but one of the dif- 
* ferent opinions can be true (as only one ſenſe 
te of ſcripture is true) and all difference from 
it hat iserror*,” But I will venture to conclude 
againſt you, Sir, (and in ſo doing I have the ſuf- 
frages of the moſt diſtinguiſhed characters among 
us, and of all the candid part of my brethren) 
that, notwithſtanding all our differences in opi- 


nion, there may be edification in the church, and 
that, if it be not our own faults, we may even 
avail ourſelves, to ſome valuable and religious 
purpoſe, of a communication — a prudent and 
peaceable, yet frank and unreſerved communica- 
tion —of thoſe very differences. 


1 am, 


8-1 XK, &Cco 
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LETTER XIx. 


O U have ſeen, Sir, that admitting the truth 
of the maxim with the reſtriction you have 
put upon it“ The true ſenſe of ſcripture can 
ebe but one in eſſential articles” — it doth not 
follow from thence, that there can be no ediſication 
in religious ſociety, without uniformity of opinion. 
Indeed it was not likely you ſhould ſucceed in an 


attempt to prove againſt our author, that the 
reformers happily adopted, as ſelf-evident, the above 
maxims. For how can they be ſelf-evident, if 
they ſtand in need of being proved? The very 
attempt ſhews, that you are in reality of our 


author's opinion, viz. that the reformers ought 
not to have adopted them as ſuch. If you are 
not, how abſurd and ridiculous was it to go about 


formally to prove one ſelf-evident poſition * de- 
! it from another, 


HowEveR, you lay down a maxim of your 
own®, from which you promiſe yourſelf much 
better 


* Letter, p. 71; 
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better ſucceſs in what you have undertaken to 
make out. You will engage for its being * a 
te convincing inſtance, that edification depends 
e upon uniformity of opinion in important mat- 
te ters,” The maxim is this The form of public 
* worſhip muſt be regulated by the religious opinions 
* of the worſhippers.” —What a maxim l- But 
hear one of a more proteſtant caſt, = The form 
of public worſhip ought to be regulated by the word 
of God, and not by the opinions of men. For the 
word of God is beyond diſpute with proteſtants, 
the only ſafe rule, according to which we can 
hope to perform religious duties, in any manner 
that can be acceptable to almighty God. Church 
governors, in following their own judgment, fix- 
ing by ſyſtematical articles heir own, as the one 
true, ſenſe of ſcripture, and regulating the form 
of public worſhip thereby, may themſelves be in 
an error: In which caſe the worſhippers cannot 
be edifyed, © unleſs (to uſe your own words) we 
* can ſuppoſe, edification in religious ſociety is 
* to be obtained by mixing error with religion,*” 
Whereas if the word of God be ſtrictly adhered 

to 


* Letter, p. 70s 
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to, in regulating the form of public worſhip, the 


edification of the religious ſociety will not be ob- 
ſtructed * by error being mixed with religion.“ 


Non charge me here with an unfair ſubſtitu- 
tion of terms. I know you don't expreſſly ſay, 
that the form of public worſhip muſt be regulated 
by the opinions of Church-governours, but by the 
opinions of the worſhippers, But it is plain, that 
your meaning muſt be the ſame; unleſs you would 
ſhift the queſtion, For our enquiry is concern- 
ing the utility of enjoining ſubſcription to human, 
ſyſtematical articles of belief, and you here ſay, 
the form of worſhip “ ought to refer to the ar- 
te ficles of our belief *,” that muſt be meant of 
ſuch articles as we are ſpeaking of— articles con- 
tained in the /5/Zematical formulary, and eſtabliſhed 
by human authority; or elſe, the queſtion is 
loſt. 


BuT whoever is to regulate the form of pub- 
lic worſhip, the church- governours, or the wor- 
ſhippers ; why may they not regulate it by the 

4 word 


® Letter, p. 71. 
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word of God alone, without making it refer to 
any human ſyſtem of faith? Your objection is 
this; that different ſeas of chriſtians could, in 
in that caſe, never unite in one form of worſhip*. 
An objection this, which, I ſhould think, lies 
much more againſt your own plan—of regulating 
the form of worſhip by human ſyſtematical ar. 
ticles— than againſt mine. For a form of pub- 
lic worſhip, referring, on any important points of 
faith and doctrine, to an human ſyſtem of theo- 
logy, is not likely to be reliſhed by any other ſect 
of chriſtians, than hat which follows the ſenſe 
of ſcripture, on theſe points, fixed by the ſyſtem, 
Whereas, chriſtians of different ſeas, if they 
value the ſcriptures as they ought, and unite in 
the fundamental principle of proteſtants— the 
right of interpreting ſcripture, every man for him- 
ſelf — may with conſiſtency and great ſatisfaction, 


join in a form of worſhip, which, on all points | 


of faith and doctrine, refers to ſcripture alone, or 
to ſcriptural expreſſions, and not to any particular 
ſenſe fixed on them by Man, To try this matter 
in an inſtance mentioned by yourſel.— 
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Wu Ar is there to prevent chriſtians uniting, 
* 2s to the object of their worſhip,” when the 
article of belief concerning it, to which the form 
refers the worſhipper, is expreſſed in ſcripture- 
terms? In this caſe no handle is given for ſchiſm. 
to any chriſtians: Whatever be their difference 
of opinion about the ſenſe of fcripture, on the 
doctrine in queſtion, that difference need be no 
obſtacle to their joining in a form of worſhip, 
which refers not to any of their preconceived no- 
tions. But if the form refer to an article, or 
creed, which treats of the God-head ſyſtemati- 
cally, ſpecially defining the doctrine, and deter- 
mining the ſenſe of ſcripture thereon, but one, of 
the many different ſects of chriſtians, can poſ- 
ſibly unite, with any ſatisfaction, in worſhipping 
according to ſuch a form. 


IT is unneceſſary to inftance in any other 
points. What has been ſaid on this important 
one, muſt be ſufficient to convince us, that ſuch 
a ſociety as you ſpeak of— a religious ſociety, 
compoſed of the different ſecs into which chriſtians 

are 


( 85: 3 


are unhappily divided * — would not fo readily 
unite in a Form of public worſhip, regulated 
by human opinions, or * referring to ſy- 
ſtematical articles of belief”, which fix the 
ſenſe of ſcripture- doctrines in ſcholaſtick terms, 
and by metaphyſical diſtinctions, as they 


would in a Form, regulated by the word f 
God. 


Bur after all, if we ſhould allow that 
your maxim — © The form of public worſhip 
e muſt be regulated by the religious opinions 
“ of the worſhippers” — is defenſible; yet 
how is it “ a convincing inſtance, that edi- 
* fication in religious ſociety depends upon 
% uniformity of opinion in important mat- 
* ters” ? — The worſhippers are at beſt but 
men; and worſhiping by a form, which refers 
to their religious opinions, on important points, 
they may be worſhiping uniformly wrong — 
in a way unwarranted by ſcripture — under 
the influence of the groſſeſt ſuperſtitions, like 
the church of Rome — or, in a whimſical, 


E in 
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injudicious, fanatical way — or, according to 
a dull, inſipid, unmeaning form. Now in 
any of theſe caſes (and they are all very ſup- 
poſeabie, I will not ſay, real caſes) does uni- 
formity of opinion appear ſo neceſſatily con- 
nected with the edification of the worſhippers? 
— Far from it. Edification in religious ſo- 
ciety does not depend upon any ſuch uni- 
formity (for then indeed the church of Rome 
would be entitled to our preference on this 
account:) But it depends much rather upon 
their worſhipping whatever differences of opi- 
nion be among them — and teaching, and 
exhorting one another, according to the plaineſt 
and moſt expreſs directions of God's holy word. 


Jam, 


5 J R, &C, 


$293 


LETTER XX; 


Dear SI R, 


AVING ſhewa you, that the firſt max- 

im, on which you would ground your 
argument for the utility of ſubſcription to hu» 
man articles of faith — © There can be no edi- 
* fication in religious ſociety, without uni for- 
* mity of opinion” — is not juſt, at leaſt not 
juſtly ſupported ; I come now to ſpeak to the 
ſecond poſition in your argument — ** To ob- 
tain Uniformity of opinion confeſſions of faith 
were eſtabliſhed, having a ſuitableneſs to this end”; 
— And here you ſay; 


« Ir muſt not be forgot, that we con- 
« ſider confeſſions of faith only as abridge- 
« ments or explications of ſcripture, and allow 
« them no authority, otherwiſe than as we 
« ſuppoſe them conſonant to ſcripture” *. If fo, 
what Uniformity of opinion could be propoſed 
to be obtained by ſetting forth ſuch confeſſions? 
— If no authority is allowed them, other- 

E 2 wiſe 
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wiſe than as we ſuppoſe them conſonant to 
ſcripture, then we are left, each of us, at li- 
berty, for any authority in them, to enjoy that 
opinion which we ſuppoſe to be conſonant to 
ſcripture, or to reef the opinions of the 
creed-makers, if we ſuppoſe them not conſonant 
to ſcripture. Uniformity of opinion cannot 
be the end of ſetting forth confeſſions of faith 
with no other authority than this. | 


In reminding us, therefore, that you would 
be underſtood to confider them only in this 
light, you flatly yield the queſtion to the ob. 
jecters againſt eſtabliſhed confeſſions ; ſeeing 
you give up all that authority to which they 
object. For they are not againſt abridgements 
or explications of ſcripture, as ſuch; nor 
deny that they may have their uſe : Neither 
do they conceive any great harm can be done 
to the proteſtant religion, by any one or more 
churches publiſhing explicit confeſſions of their 
faith and doctrine, ſo long as thoſe confeſſions 
are received and looked upon in no other 
light, than as teſtimonies to the world, what 

tencts 


1 


tenets are held, what doctrines generally taught 
in thoſe churches; without requiring aſſent 
and conſent to them, as 70s of Orthodoxy, or 
pretending to fix thereby the one true ſenſe 
of ſcripture. Private judgement is not infringed 
upon by any man, or any body of men publiſh. 
ing their own confeſſions of faith: And ſo 
far is our author at leaſt, from finding fault 
with any for doing this, that he has obſerved 
there may be circumſtances, under which it 
may be wu/efully done; and even expreſſed his 
approbation of the conduct of the firſt pro- 
teſtants herein, while their public declarations 
of faith and doctrine, could be confidered only 
in this light“. 


Bur it is time to remind you, Sir, that we 
are conſidering confeſſions of faith in a very 
different light, viz. as eſtabliſhed by human 
authority — as fixing, in important matters, 
the one ſenſe of ſcripture — as drawn up in 
a ſyſematical form, and ſo ſubſcribed by the 
miniſters of the church eſtabliſhed, that ſcripture 
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is to be explained to the people in no other 
ſenſe, than in that fixed by the Formulary. 
This, Sir, is the ſort of confeſſions we have to 
do with. For you will have it, that in eſſential 


and important matters the ſenſe of ſcripture 


can be but one; and that, conſequently, in re- 
ligious ſociety there can be no edification, 
without Uniformity of opinion; to obtain 
which uniformity, confeſſions of faith, you 
aſſert, were eabliſbed. 


HowEveR, if your own account of the mat- 
ter muſt be taken, this Uniformity, ſo neceſſary 
to any edification, was 79 the end of their 
eſtabliſhment, in our church at leaſt, For 
you ſay, they were not agreed upon to avoid 
« all diverſity of opinion; but only the di- 
« verfittes, i. e. ſuch as were thought ne- 
&« ceſſary to be avoided”®* ; ſome docttines, you 
obſerve, *©* are de/ignedly left undetermined” +, 
You go farther, aſſerting that the articles, 
which are eſtabliſhed, were not all intended 
to determine the ſenſe of the very doctrines 


® LETTERS, p. icq, + Ibid. 
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they refer to, ſo as to ſecure an uniformity of 
opinion concerning them. Not every article”, 
ſay you, © was deſigned to be limited to one 
« particular ſenſe, even by the compilers, 
« and conſequently all diverſity in Zheſe points 
« was never intended to be avoided”*, You 
ſuppoſe alſo, that they who ſubſcribed the 
articles, when they were firſt ſet out, 
e might not believe them to be true in one 
« preciſe uniform ſenſe”, but might, conſiſtently 
with the intention of the compilers in framing 
them, entertain drver/ity of opinions concern- 
ing them. But what follows is aſtoniſhing. 


You are not only for admitting diverſity of 
opinions, on the ſenſe of the 39 articles; 
but even think it defenſible to ſubſcribe them 
in ſenſes literally and grammatically contrary 
to each other. Our author had aſked, © 7F 
« the wording of any propoſition admit of two 
* or more doctrines, or ſenſes, and thoſe doc- 
&« trines may be literally and grammatically con- 
Fe trary to each other ; how could they both or 
» LeTTERs, P. 109. Ibid, p. 114. 


* all 


1 


& all be defended as moſt agreeable to the di- 
« vine word”? — Your anſwer is, not in- 
deed immediately to the queſtion, now this 
may be done? nor directly affirming, that 
it Can be done; but however, that it may 
conſiſtently be ATTEMPTED. © Two contrary 
doctrines”, you maintain, © may conſiſtently be 
e attempted to be defended by two different 
c perſons, hoch as moſt agreeable to the di- 
* vine word; and this, when their d:ferent 
« doctrines are expreſſed by the ſame form 
« of words“ *x . — Admit this ſutſcriptionF 10 
paſs, and you ren er tie act of none effet?”, ſays 
our author. — © Not fo think I”, —fay you: 
« For the two ſubſcribers opinions [different 
ce and even contrary to each other] may be 
% ſuch, as the articles are CONTRIVED to 
« admit; vis. both literal and grammatical 
e ſenſcs of the /ame ferm. Moſt flat and 
fla rant con iavifuuns thele ſurely ! 


Bur 
® LETTERS, p 122, 
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Bor, Sir, it is not my deſire to taunt you 
with your abſurdities. They had not been 
ſo much as mentioned, if it were not ne- 
ceſſary in the courſe of my argument ſo to do. 
My view in what has been adduced is only 
to convince you, that according to your 0wWwr 
account of the deſign of our articles, they 


were not eſtabliſhed “ to obtain Uniformity - 
e of opinion”. 


Nor did confeflions of faith originate, 
among Proteſtants, in any ſuch deſign, or 
under an expectation, that they would operate 
to ſuch an end, as the obtaining uniformity 
of opinion. Hear our author — * Theſe 
circumſtances laid the proteſtants under a 
neceſſity of publiſhing to the whole world 
explicit confeſſions of their faith and doc- 
trine, authenticated by formal atteſtations of 
the leading members of their reſpective f 
churches. That of the Proteſtant princes | 
of Germany led the way; being ſoleranly 
tendered to the emperor Charks V. in the 
diet held at Auſburgh in the year 1530, This 
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precedent other Proteſtant ſtates and churches 
thought fit to follow on different occaſions, 
and by this means acquitted themſelves, at 
leaſt among all equitable judges, of the ſcandal 
of abeting the ſchiſmatical and ſeditious en- 
thuſiaſts, who about that time infeſted dif- 
terent countries under the pretence of pro- 


moting reformation”*. 


You have here, Sir, the original deſign of 
the firſt proteſtants in making publick con- 
feſſions of their faith. This was not done 
with a view of bringing the various ſects to 
an uniformity of opinion. Far from it. It 
was, on the contrary, to evidence to the whole 
world, how widely they d:ered from thoſe 
ſectaries, with whom they eſteemed it the 
greateſt diſparagement to be reckoned uniform 
in opinion. 


AND when afterwards the public confeſ- 
ſions, in the ſeveral communions on whoſe 
behalf they were exhibited, received that 
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authority, the expedience and utility of which 
you plead for — I mean, when an unfeigned 
aſſent to them, confirmed by ſubſcription or 
a ſolemn oath, became an indiſpenſable condi- 
tion of qualifying men for the miniſtry—how 
were they ſuited in themſelves, or how 
could thoſe by whoſe authority they were 
ſet forth propoſe, by ſuch means, to obtain 
Uniformity of opinion among the ſeveral 
churches and communions ? — Was it likely, 
that any two of the differing ſocieties ſhould 
be the ſooner brought to an unity, on any 
point of faith or doctrine, for that their re- 
ſpective paſtors were required ſolemnly to 
abjure, each the others peculiar opinions ? — 
While each church held its reſolution, of 
enjoining its miniſters to teach and maintain 
its own opinions in oppoſition to thoſe . of 
the other, declared falſe, unſound, Heretical, 
there could be no proſpect of an union, This 
expedient, theerfore, for obtaining uniformity, 
and leſſening the differences among pro- 
teſtant churches (but that the good providence 
of God over -ruleth Man's fooliſſi and intem- 

F 2 perate 
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1 perate counſels) would effectually have perpe- 
| tuated the differences to the lateſt ages. 


I s8PEAK- not at preſent of other incon- 
veniences, which may have attended the 
enjoining ſubſcription to human confeſſions 
of faith, as teſts of Orthodoxy. Your afler- 
tion — © that they were cſtabliſhed in order 
* to obtain uniformity of opinion, and that 
« they have a ſuitableneſs to this end is the 
point immediately under conſideration: And 
that they have not had this effect — that 
they are not ſuited in their own nature — that 
they were not intended to produce this effect, 
either on the members of the ſame ſociety, 
or on the differing ſocieties themſelves, will 
be obvious from the following conciſe view 
of your own obſervations, reſpecting theſe three 
particulars, I write for your conviction, Sir. 
To appeal to your own evidence on the caſe, 


ſeemed moſt likely to afford conviction. Firſt 
then 3 


1. Wirn regard to the Efe& which eſta- 
bliſhed 


(3 3) 


bliſhed confeſſions have had in this and other 
free countries, you entirely agree with our 
author, as to the matter of fact — “ That 
« there is ſcarce a year paſſes without 
te bringing forth ſome new opinion, or re- 
* viving ſome old one, with new circum- 
* ſtances contrary to, or at leaſt differing 
** from the approved and Orthodox ſyſtem ; 
* and, conſequently, within the deſcription of 
* a groſs and noxious error”*, Now may 
we not reaſonably infer from this allowed fact, 
the inutility of eſtabliſhed confeſſions, in re- 
ſpect of preventing diverſity of opinions? 


2. As to their Suitableneſi to produce an 
unity of opinion, you have owned that they 
may be underſtood in different — in con- 
trary ſenſes — that they may be ſo worded, 
that the ſubſcribers to the ſame form may 
be of contrary opinions concerning the doc- 
trine contained therein: If ſo, they cannot 
anſwer the end of their eſtabliſhment, 
but are more ſuited to work ſtrife and con- 


* LeTTERs, p. 99. — See alſo Confeſſional, p. * 
b z 
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-tention, in the heat whereof men are leſs 
ſhy to bring forth their novel opinions, or 
abet thoſe of others. 


3. Fox the Intention with which they 
were eſtabliſhed, this might be any thing ra- 
ther than Uniformity of opinion, according to 
the view you have exhibited of the plan 
of our own eſtabliſhment. For ſpeaking 
of the contrary opinions above referred to, you 
aſſert, that they may be ſuch as the articles 
are CONTRIVED to admit*, To ſhew that 
an entire uniformity of opinion was not the 
object of the firſt compilers of our articles, 
you produce the following inſtances from 
our author, viz. the points concerning Ori- 
ce gen's opinion of the temporary duration 
ce of future puniſhments, concerning the ſleep 
* of the ſoul, and likewiſe concerning the 
te real preſence”. In theſe not, I ſhould 
think, unimportant points of doctrine, you 
acknowledge a diverſity of opinion was net 
intended to be avoided by the articles; And 


® LETTERS, p. 122, 
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you add; * if more particular opinions than 
one are allowed in one or two inſtances, why 
« ſhould they not in others“? — Why not 
indeed? — Why not in ? — Would it 
not have been equally conſiſtent with charity 
and edification, if the articles, being drawa 
up in ſcripture-wordt, would without a forced 
conſtruction have allowed every man his 
free opinion on e/l points of doctrine? 


Bur you go on to argue againſt our author, 
and therein againſt yourſelf, that neither doth 
the Jaw require ſubſcription in one fixed ſenſe ; 
whether we mean by the law- the words 
of the ſtatute, or the ſenſe and 7znten- 
tion of the law: For as to the firſt, you, 
affirm, „that a man by the outward act of 
« ſubſcription Fu/j/ls the ſtatute, though he 
* ſhould not in his own mind aſſent to one 

© of the articles”: And for the latter — the 
ſenſe and intention of the law — that being 
« to be taken from the makers. of it, we may 
« argue”, you ſay, as we have done con- 
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te cerning the ſenſe of the compilers, that 
« their opinions might be, and moſt likely 
« were different” v. What then is law, Sit ? 
— Or how can it poſſibly operate ſo as to 
anſwer the end of eſtabliſhed confeſſions ; 


if that end be the obtaining of uniformity 
of opinion ? 


Bur that they cannot poſſibly anſwer the 
end of uniting proteſtants, nor could be intended 
to unite them, as to the ſenſe of ſcripture 
on important points of faith and doctrine, I 
appeal to another obſervation of yours, and 
with my remarks thereon ſhall conclude this 
long letter, and proof againſt the ſecond 


poſition in your argument. The obſervation 
is this: That *< confeſſions do not create, 
but only exhibit diverſity of opinion“. 


Now it is not eaſy to conceive how uni- 
formity of opinion ſhould be obtained by 
eſtabliſhing confeſſions, which exhibit diverſity 
of opinions. Is not this to eftabliſh the 


® LuTTaR5, p. 11i0 4 Ibid, p. 79. 4; 
1- 


>” 


„ 


diverſity ? — You tell us, © that our articles 
te were not agreed upon to avoid al/ diverſity 
* of opinion, but only the diverſitzes; i. e. 
« ſuch as were thought neceſſary to be a- 
e yoided”*, Be it ſo, — Then the opinions 
which were thought by our church ne- 
ceſſary to be avoided, would, on your maxim, 
be eſtabliſhed in another ſociety, as neceſſary 
to be maintained, According to you, the 
difference had certainly arifen, before the 
ſyſtem of. articles was framed. © The want 
« of unity was prior to the eſtabliſhment of 
« confeſſions, and was tbe very cauſe thereof”. 
Then thoſe proteſtants who diftered from 
us in opinion might, with equal reaſon and 
propriety, have exlibited their opinions in a con- 
feſſion of faith, in order to prevent the di- 
verſities of opinion, which they eſteemed 
neceſſary to be avoided; 1. e. in this caſe, 
they might have eſtabliſhed a ſet of articles, 
which ſhould condemn the effent;al and impor- 
tant doctrines of our church, our opinions there- 
upon being thought neceſſary to be avoided. 
» Lrrezs, Pp. 1C9, + Ibid. p. 79. 


The 
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The ſame reaſoning will hold of all other 
differences in opinion, on eſſential and impor- 
tant points of faith and doctrine. For in ſuch 
points it is you are for avoiding all diverſity 
of opinion. But now, if ſuch a want of 
unity among proteſtants muſt be exh:b:ted 
in eſtabliſhed confeſſions for the very purpoſe 
of avoiding, each church the opinions of the 
other from which it differs, confeſſions were 
not eſtabliſhed to une proteſtants—to leſſen 
their differences - to obtain a greater degree 
of Uniformity; but, if not to diſunite, yet 
certainly to keep them diſunited — to leave 
the breach open — and by exhibiting au- 
thoritatively, to perpetuate and eſtabliſh, the 
diverſity. 


J am, 


S IX, Kc. 


TW 1 


LETTER XXI. 


Dear SIR, 


OUR firſt and main argument for the 
Utility of eſtabliſhed confeſſions of 
faith — grounded on the neceſſity of Uni- 
formity in opinion to any edification in re- 
ligious ſociety, and on the Zi7neſs of eſtabliſhed 
confeflions for obtaining that neceſſary uni- 
formity — being refuted; I come now to 
conſider more briefly what. you have farther 
faid in their recommendation. 


* THEY enable the people”, you think *to 
« judge with more eaſe of the doctrines of 
« their teachers — And thus they help to 
« preſerve the people from deluſion”*, — 
If this can be made out, you have good reaſon 
to be diſſatisfied with our author's attempt 
to put the affair of ſubſcription on another 
footing, than that of human, ſyſtematical 

® LETTERS, p. 73. 
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confeſſions. But ſurely, Sir, the caſe is juſt 
the reverſe of what you put it. For if the 
people are to judge of doctrines from the 
fixed formulary to which their teachers 
ſubſcribe, then the more plain, ſimple, and 
unembaraſſed with ſyſtematical terms the 
formulary is, with ſo much the more caſe and 
certainty will they be enabled to judge of 
the doctrines contained therein: And the 
leſs that it contains of man's invention — the 
fewer of human reſolves that are to be found 
therein — and the nearer the expreſſions 
come to the plain declarations of Chriſt and 
his apoſtles, ſo much the leſs danger muſt 
there be of deluſion, to the people, and the 
more readily may they know of the doctrine 
of their teachers, whetherit be of God—agree- 
able to his word — er whether they ſpeak of 
themſelves — teach agreeably to any other au- 
thority than his word. 


« ByT, they can more readily and eaſily“, 
you ſay, compare their teachers doctrines 
* with ſuch ſhort forms, than with the 
| whole 
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t whole tenor of ſcripture“æ — Such s8noxT 
forms? — How do you mean, Sir? — Syſte- 
matical explications of ſcripture cannot well 


be ſo ſhort as the paſſages themſelves are, 


to which they refer. And therefore in 


point of Brevity (if that muſt be reckoned 
an advantage in ſo important a matter) the 
utility of them is far from being obvious: 
Since the people may more readily and 
eaſily compare the doctrines of their teachers 


with articles, drawn up in the plain words of 


ſcripture, which muſt be agreeable to the 
whole tenor of ſcripture, than with human 
ſyſtems, which, after all, may not be agreeable 
thereto. But the commodiouſneſs and ſafety 
of your method of trying doctrines by un- 
ſcriptural forms has been fully conſidered in a 
former letter f. 


You go on — “ They ſerve alſo as a rule 
te by which church-governors may examine 
« the principles of candidates for the mi- 


® LETTERS, p. 73. + Part. LarTaa XV. 
„ niſtry, 
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te niſtry, before they commiſſion them to 
« exerciſe that important office; and likewiſe 
ce as a form by which they receive the en- 
e gagements of ſuch candidates to adhere 
© to their avowed principles in the execution 
t of their miniſtry”*.— Whether they can 
anſwer that end; or whether the attempt of 
church-governours to gain ſuch an end by 
ſuch means, be defenſible on any other than 
popiſh principles, has been pretty largely 
conſidered in an Examination of Dr. Ru- 
ther forth's firſt Vindication. To that, and 
to our author's compleat Anſwer to the Pro- 
feſſor, in his Preface and additional Notes 
to the 2d edition of the Confeſſional, I beg 
leave to refer you, if you are really uncon- 
vinced, or can have ſo ſoon forgot what has 
been therein proved to a demonſtration. — 


But thus, you ſay, „they ſerve as a guard 

eto prevent attempts by falſe brethren to 

te deſtroy uniformity of opinion”. — Upon 

the Profeſſor's principle, I own, they would 

be an efefual guard to prevent the deſtruction 
+ LETTERS, p. 73. 
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of this ſame Uniformity — which ſeems to 
be all in all with the advocates for ſubſcription; 
— ſeeing the candidate for holy Orders 
muſt have his judgement, and his conſcience 
too, exactly conformable to the ſentiments 
of the church-governors. There is much 
conciſeneſs and conſiſtency in his plan, Doth 
a candidate, on examination, betray any 
doubts of mind, or any ſcruples of conſcience? 
— They are ſymptoms of diſaffection to the 
Eſtabliſhment. Keep him out. Has any, 
admitted a Brother, proved falſe ? — Turn 
him out. — But they are no guard at all 
againſt falſe brethren, and their attempts to 
deſtroy uniformity of opinion, if, on your 
principle of ſubſcribing with latitude, «© two 
* contrary doctrines may be attempted to 
© be defended by two different ſubſcribers 
« to the ſame form”. But enough of this 
above*, 


ESTABLISHED confeſſions of faith are of 
uſe, you farther alledge, ** in ſpecifying our 


hs * 
At page 31, &c « — 
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tt grounds of ſeparation from the church of 
* Rome, and, conſequently, vindicating it bn 
te the eyes of impartial men“ x. How can 
this be? — Do not proteſtants ground their 
ſeparation from the church of Rome on this 
principle — © That every man has a right 
« to judge for himſelf of the ſenſe of ſcripture, 
* and the obligations he is laid under thereby” ? 
— 'This is a point on which you profeſs 
yourſelf ready to join iſſue with our authorÞ-. 
Now, may not this principle be ſpecifyed 
without any human explications of faith 
and doctrine ?—ls it not ſufficiently ſpecifyed 
in your own words juſt now cited? Do we 
ſtand in need of a council of Divines, to put 
it into ſyſtematical form and phraſe ? — To 
ſay the truth in one word, the ſpecifying the 
grounds of ſeparation from the Romiſh church 
has nothing to do in our queſtion, which 
relates to the ſpecification of our belief 
itſelf; what it actually 16; not on what 
grounds we believe with, or differ from, any 
particular church. 


® LETCTERs, p. 73. Ibid, p. 13. 
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Bur as to © vindicating our ſeparation 
from the church of Rome”; it is moſt pre- 
poſterouſly urged as an argument for the utility 
of requiring ſubſcription to human ſyſtema- 
tical confeſſions of faith and doctrine. For 
in whoſe eyes will this vindicate proteſtants 
in withdrawing from that ancient Eſta- 
bliſhment ? — In the eyes of impartial men”, 
you ſay, — But who are the zmpartial men 


in this cauſe ? — Are they Papiſts ? — Are 


they Proteſtants ?—Or neither, but Infidels ? 
— The Papiſi may ſay — © Your ſeparation 
ce from us was ſchiſm, — Your claim of a 
© right to private judgement was a mere 
« pretence for making the breach. — Scarce 
e become independent on the church, you 


ee meditate the like plan of authority, and 


ce would juſtify that ſpiritual dominion over 
te others, the exerciſe of which over your- 
te ſelves you complained of and rejected: See- 
« ing, in your on churches, you require the 
« clergy to interpret the ſcriptures to the 
* common people according to a certain ſenſe 


* fixed by a ſyſtematic formulary, any de- 
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te viation from which is not warranted by 
* law, What do we more than you in this 
* caſe? — If the governors of your churches 
have a right to fix the formulary of faith, 
* and tv decree that the ſcriptures be ex- 
© plaincd by the miniſters of their reſpective 
% churches uniformly in agreement there- 
e with; our governors in council may right- 
* fully decree, what ſyſtem of theology they 
* think fit, though it ſhould tend ever fo 
* much to controul the judgement of the 
te clergy in their interpretation of ſcripture”. 


Tuis the Papiſ} might fav: And how 
far the requiring ſubſcription to unſcriptural 
confeſſions can ſerve to vindicate our ſe- 
paration from Rome, in the eyes of Proteſtants, 
may be pretty fully underſtood from our 
Author, who certainly ſpeaks the ſentiments 
of every inpartial and conſiſlent proteſtant, 
while he objects and remonitrates againſt the 
impoſition, and in the moſt ſpirited, yet 
decent, language that ſo preſſing an occaſion, 


ſo important a diſquiſition, ſeemed to require, 
ſets 


1 


ſets forth the expediency and utility of a re- 
formation on this head. 


As to Infidels, if they are the only inpartial 
men, in whoſe eyes the conduct of proteſtants 
in rejecting the authority of the Romiſb 
church, is to be vindicated; I am afraid the 
introduction of a formal ſubſcription to human 
teſts of Orthodoxy into proteſtant churches, 
may have no better effect, than to occaſion 
their adding to their inſults upon the pro- 
feſſors of Chriſtiauity in general, the peculiar 
reproach of inconſiſtency on the part of pro- 
teſtants. 8 


Tu next uſe you find for confeſſions 
is; „That they will ſerve for a form to 
admit proſelytes”*, — So will a popiſh con- 
feſſion ſerve for a form to admit proſelytes 
from among proteſtants to the Romiſh faith. 
What a childiſh argument is this which 
you bring us to ſhew, that human, ſyſtema- 
tical confeſſions are preferable to plain, in- 
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telligible, and undoubtedly ſcriptural ones !— 
Their ſerving for the admiſſion of proſelytes is 


of no uſe, but in proportion as they ſerve to ad- 
mit to a profeſſion of faith, which is more pure, 


i, e. more ſcriptural and edifying, than that 
which the proſelyte quits. 


Conresslons are of uſe alſo”, you ſay, 
* as a rule to point out the principal ar- 
e ticles of faith, and the particular duties 
& jncumbent on chriſtians, to ſuch as either 
e want leiſure, or ſkill, to compare one part 
te of ſcripture with another, and ſo to form 
« for themſelves from thence a Syſtem of 
ce Chriſtianity”*, — Fye, fye! — The Bible, 
Sir, the Bible is the book from whence all 
men ſhould form for themſelves a Syſtem of 
Chriſtianity; or rather, it is the only Syſtem 


of Chriſtianity, and no other can be formed, 
deſerving of that name. 


Bur © ſome want leiſure, or ſkill, to com- 
pare one part of ſcripture with another 


* LeTTERs, p. 74. p 
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* for this end”, — And can ſuch perſons, 
let me aſk, have leiſure, or till, to perform 
a much more difficult and dangerous taſk, 
v12, to form for themſelves a ſyſtem of chri- 
ſtianity from human, ſy/kematical confeſſions ? 
— Or, is it not poſſible, and more wſeful, 
to point out to ſuch perſons the principal ar- 
ticles of their faith, and the particular duties 
incumbent on them, in a plain, unſyſtemati- 
cal form ? — One ſhould imagine, that, the 
lefs any chriſtian is at leiſure from his ne- 
ceſſary occupations, and the plainer his un- 
derſtanding is, it is ſo much the more need- 
ful, that the principal articles of his faith, and 
his particular duties, be drawn out in a plain, 
eaſy and familiar manner; free from that 
perplexity and uncertainty, in which human 
ſyſtems of divinity, generally abounding in 
abſtract terms and ſubtle diſtinctions, might 
involve him. 


You proceed — © They are of uſe like- 

« wiſe as a public teſtimony of the tenets 
« of our church, to acquit us of ſuch ca- 
e lumnies 
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* lumnies as our adverſaries are ever ready 
* to throw upon us”*, — Far otherwiſe, Sir; 
if your notion of a latitude in ſubſcribing 
the articles in different, and even contrary 
ſenſes, be admiſſible. Two different ſub- 
ſcribers to the ſame form are, according to 
you, warranted in preaching doctrines li- 
terally and grammatically contrary to each 
other, their contrary opinions being © ſuch 
* as the articles are contrived to admit“ . 
Now, how can articles, or confeſſions, which 
are ſo contrived, ſerve as a public teſtimony 
of the tenets of a church ? — Such a con- 
trivance much tend to throw obſcurity there- 
on, and prevent the public from form- 
ing a clear judgement upon them. To give 
but one inſtance — 


THz Creed commonly called, the Creed 
of St. Athanafius, is ſo worded, or (to uſe your 


expreſſion) ſo cCoNTRIVED, as to have lead 
Dean Sherlock, and Dr. South, to entertain 
quite oppoſite notions concerning the Gop- | 


* LETTERS, p 74. + Ibid, p. 122 
f HEAD. 
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HEAD. The former aſſerts of the Three 
Divine Perſons, that they are“ Three real, 
« ſubſtantial Beings” — © Three diſtin and 
« infinite Minds” — © 8UBSTANTIALLY di- 
« ſtint” — «diſtinguiſhed juſt as Three 
t finite and created Minds are, by ſelf- 
te conſciouſneſs“ . The latter denies, that 
there are © Three diſtinct, infinite Minds; 
« alledging moreover, that ſuch a notion 
immediately and unavoidably infers Three 


God . 


Born theſe eminent divines of our church 
appeal to the Creed above-mentioned for the 
Orthodoxy of their reſpective opinions, and 
deny each the other's opinion to be the 
tenet of the Church of England. Since this 
is the caſe; Is it not evident, that the ſubtle 
definitions, and diſtinctions, as well as the 
term itſelf (a barbarous invention) have ſer- 


ved to confound and darken not only the 

judge- 

* YVixpicaTion of the DoQrine of the Holy and ever 
Bleſſed Trinity &c. p. 47. (, 67 —Loncen, 1690. 


+ Ax1MabveRsions upon Dr, Sberlock's book, &c. Pref, 


p · 2.— London, 1693. 
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judgement of the people concerning the tenets 
of their own teachers, but that of the con- 
tending parties alſo —to excite much unprofi- 
table debate and wrangling about words, — 
and inſtead of obviating, to give occaſion to, 
* {ſuch caluninies as our adverſaries are ever 
ready to throw upon us” on this ſubje&? 
— So that I cannot but admire at your reck- 
oning this among the uſes of human, ſy- 
ſtematical formularies of faith and doctrine. 


— 


LASTLY ; © They are of indiſpenſable uſe”, 
you ſay, © to build an Eccleſtaſtical eſtabliſh- 
« ment upon“ x. An Eccleſiaſtical eſtabliſh- 
ment: The church of Rome, Sir, is an Eccle- 
ſiaſtical eſtabliſhment, and is built upon that 
kind of confeſſions you would recommend, 
viz. buman, ſyſtematical confeſſions, Is this 
any recommendation of human ſyſtems of 
faith ? — But tell me then ; Upon what was 
the ReFoRMED church built? — Was it laid 
in human Syſtems? -— Were they of indiſpen- 
ſable uſe to build this church upon? — If 


* LETTER 74. 
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ſo; they were ready to the Builders hands. 
But the Reformers thought them not, as 
you do, of indiſpenſable uſe for their pur- 
poſe. On the contrary, they looked upon 
them as w/eleſs and cumberſome materials; 
nay, as far worſe than uſeleſs and cumber- 
ſome, as a rotten and falſe foundation, which 
accordingly they dug up and caſt away, 
judging it neceſſary to lay the foundation 
afreſh, The doctrine of Chriſt, as delivered 
by himſelf, his holy apoſtles, and the pro- 
phets, was, in their eyes, of indiſpenſable uſe 
to build upon, and aline, without the aid 
of human ſyſtems, ſufficient to ſupport their 
church. Such is the foundation of the 
proteſtant churches; and indeed they all, 
with one accord, diſavow the building their 
reſpective Eccleſiaſtical eſtabliſhments on any 
other foundation. 


Ix ſuppoſing, therefore, that human con- 
feſſions are of ſuch indiſpenſable uſe to build 
an Eccleſiaſtical eſtabliſhment upon, you 
differ in opinion from every one of the pro- 

1 teſtant 
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nk, 
teſtant churches fundamentally : And if you 
mean (for you ſeem to have it generally in 
your eye) to repreſent Our eccleſiaſtical eſta- 
bliſhment as built thereon, you muſt be told, 
that you miſrepreſent Our church — you 
diſcredit Her — and, though with more 
caution and coolneſs, are driving, whither 
the florid Eſayiſt, and the irritated Profeſſor 
at laſt, found themſelves carried. Proteſtant 
churches, it is notorious enough, have framed 
various ſyſtems, and the Church of England 
has ſet forth Her's. But as She, in common 
with them, diſclaims iufallibility, ſo we muſt 
not conſider it as the very Ground-work 
of Our eſtabliſhment, or of ſuch indiſpen- 
ſable uſe, as that no part thereof may be re- 
moved without endangering Our founda- 
tions. | 


Bur J dwell too long on this futile re- 
commendation of human, ſyſtematical con- 
feſſions, as of indiſpenſable uſe to build an 
Eccleſiaſtical eſtbaliſhment upon, I might 

| have 
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have replied in one word, that, if confeſſions 
of faith are neceſſary for building an Eccle- 


ſiaſtical eſtabliſhment, plain and undoubtedly 


ſcriptural confeſſions are 'of indiſpenſable uſe 


to build an ed:fying and Proteſtant eſtabliſh- 
ment upon. 


Jam, 


S IX, &c. 


LETTER XXII. 


AVING conſidered the ſeveral uſes, 
which you have ſpecifyed, of con- 
feſſions of faith and doctrine, permit me, 
Sir, to remark, how vaguely and incon- 
ſiſtently you have treated this part of our 
diſquiſition, and encumbered it with much fo- 
reign matter. 
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Tur queſtion is concerning the UrIILI Ty. 
of requiring ſubſcription to human, ſyſtemati- 
cal confeſſions, or articles, of faith and doc- 
trine. Now the Utility of any Inſtitution 
doth not reſpect merely the uſes, to which 
it may be made ſubſervient; but the profit, 
or advantage, which reſults from the In- 
ſtitution, The ſe that has been made of 


eſtabliſhed confeſſions, or to what 2% they 
may be put, you have told us. We wanted 
not the information, We would know, whe- 
ther the application of them to thoſe uſes 
you have pointed out, is conducive to the 


real intereſt, and true advantage of the church 
wherein they are eſtabliſhed. Thus 


You tell us, that © confeſſions ſerve to te- 
ce ſtify, and to preſerve uniformity of opinion”, 
They may ſerve to this end, if they be fo 
worded, as to exclude all diverſity of opinion. 
But this is no proof of their Utz/ity, Becauſe 
they may ſcrve to teſtify and preſerve an 
uniformity in falſe and dangerous opinions? 
In which caſe, they are not uſeful, but a 

diſ- 


( 61 ) 


diſcredit and detriment to the religious ſo- 
ciety, which ſets them forth. So again — 
You tell us, that they ſerve © to examine 
candidates by — to prevent calumnies — to 
ce exclude. from the church, or defeat the at- 
e tempts of, fa//e”, that is, ſiſpected, brethren 
* —tobuildEcclefiaſtical eſtabliſhments upon”. 
You might have enumerated twenty more 
ſuch uſes for confeflions. To what pur- 
poſe ? — Unleſs you could ſhew, that, in 
being uſed to thoſe ends, they muſt center 
at laſt in this point, viz. the edification of 
the ſociety in chriſtian knowledge and practice. 
But alas! Chriſtian knowledge and practice, 
in the promotion and furtherance of which 
alone, the . Utility of confeflions ſhould be 


ſought for, you have kept almoſt clear out 


Nor is it only in this reſpect — in laying 
before us certain bye ends and uſes of con- 
feflions, inſtead of illuſtrating their ullimate 
uſe, that is, their UTi11TY — that you have 
clogged the queſtion; but you ſeem alſo to 

have 
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have torgot, that the enquiry is into the 
comparative utility of confeſſions. For ad- 
mitting that human, ſyſtematical confeſſions 
of faith and doctrine are of real utility; that 
is, are conducive in a certain degree to the 
grand end above mentioned, yet the queſtion 
would till recur — Are not plain and ſcrip- 
tural confeſſions conducive in a greater degree 
to the ſame end? — Are they not more 
extenſively uſeful — more generally accommo- 
dated to the capacities of chriſtians ? — In 
ſhort; Are they not preferable, both for 
the certainty of their truth, and the plainneſs 
of their form ? —— 


AGAIN — The ſubject of enquiry com- 
prehends another very important and en. 
tial conſideration, which you ſometimes drop, 
ſometimes reſume, as ſuits your convenience ; 
I mean — the eſtabliſhing ſuch confeſſions, 
as teſts of ORTRHODOxx, by requiring a ſolemn 
ſubſcription thereto of candidates for the 
miniſtry, You ſet out with expreſſing the 


utmoſt diſſatisfaction with our author for 
at- 


( 03-3 


tempting to remove this barrier of Orthodoxy, . 


You are for vindicating the right of church- 
governors, in point of lau, of equity, and 
from ſeripture, to require ſubſcription for 
this end. Thus you ſet out. But, when you 
come to plead the Uzi/ity of confeſſions of 
faith, you frequently ſhift the point in que- 
ſtion, and would lead us out of fight of  /ub- 
ſcription, to view the articles contended for, 
as no more than unimpoſed explications of 
ſcripture, not enjoined by authority to be 


ſubſcribed by the miniſters, and taught the 
people, as containing the only orthodox 


ſenſe of ſcripture, and, conſequently, the leaſt 


departure and variation from which the Church 


will not endure, 


PerRMIT me further to obſerve, that, in 
entering on the diſcuſſion of this part of our 
fubject — the utility of confeſſions — you 
laid the foundation of your reaſoning, in fa- 
vour of eſtabliſhing confeſſions, in this maxim, 
viz. © that the true ſenſe of ſcripture can 
* be but ONE, in the paſſages containing doc- 
= trines 


( 64 ) 


« frines neceſſary io be believed, in order tg 
et ſafvation”*, From thence you immediately 
inferred, the neceſfity of uniformity of qpinion 
to any edification in religious ſecietyÞ, Here 
then we had the end of ſubſcription plainly 
aſſigned, via. the ſecurity of the right faith, 
by fixing, in the formulary to be ſubſcribed, 
the one true ſenſe of ſcripture, and requiring, 
that the miniſters explain the doctrines of 
ſeripture to the people, in that oe - 
in no other. 


Now, if we are to look foe, the Urility of 
ſubſcription in its ſuitableneſs to this end; 
then there can be no utility in a ſubſcription 
which binds not the ſubſcribers to an Uni- 
formity in opinion, on each of the articles 
which are eſtabliſhed to exclude all diver- 
fity of opinion. Nay, it is not only an 
uſe len inſtitution, but even of the moſt dun- 
gerous implication; if, as you affirm, © the 
« admitting two or more ſenſes of fuch texts, 
« as the articles refer to, be admitting the 

„ LetTSR9, p. 69. Ibid, p. 70. 
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« neceſſity of profeſſing two or more religions 


« in order to falvation”*®. Such, however, 
is the latitude in ſubſcribing them, which 
you contend for; alledging (and having 
ſpent many pages to ſupport the allegation) 
that the 39 articles of our church were 
not intended to be ſubſcribed in one uni- 
form ſenſe, neither the compilers thereof 
being all of one opinion concerning them, 
nor intending to exclude all diverſity of opinion 
in othersÞ. 2 


J am, 
; STR, &, 
„ Lurrens, p70. f Ibid, p, 101 
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22 7 . TO THE 
PLAN of SUBSCRIPTION 
Propoſed in the CoxrRSST1IONAL, 
CONSIDERED. 


LETTER XXIII. 


Dear 8IR, 
Cour now to conſider the oppoſition, 
which you have formed to our author's 
Expedient for putting the affair of Subſcrip- 
tion on a better footing, than it reſts upon 
at preſent, — You begin with expreſſing your 
* wonder, that he ſhould attempt to amend, 
* what he thinks altogether and abſolutely 
e unlawful; when he has fo frequently and 
te poſitively aſſerted, That uo proteſiant church 
* has any right to require ſubſcription to” 
te any human inflitution”'*, — The matter 


* LETTERS, p. 145+ F 
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of wonder here is entirely of your own crea- 
ting. You quite miſtake our author, - You 
miſrepreſent the defign of his book. You 
charge him fookſhly and falſely; and then 
expreſs your aſtoniſhment at the folly of his 
attempt. For I call upon you — as you 
would exculpate yourſelf: from the charge 
of diſingenuouſneſs — as you would ſhew 
the ſincerity of your profeſſion, that, in this 
correſpondence, * come at truth is your 
© ONLY uur. — to mention but ons of 
thoſe frequent paſſages in the Confeſſional, 
where it is poſitively aſſerted by our author, 
That no proteſtant church has any right to 
require ſubſcription to any human inſtitution. 
Till this be done, you muſt allow us to look 
upon this, and ſuch like repreſentations of 
the deſign of the Confeſſional, to be unjuſt, 
invidious, and, by alarming the fears and 
jealouſies of intereſted or bigoted churchmen, 
imjurious to a cauſe, which (let me tell you) 
perſons of the greateſt eminence, and no- 
ted fof their attachment to the church of 
England, have not been aſhamed to plead. 
C 


( 68 ) 

Tux truth is this; The enquiry propoſed 
in the Confeſſional, is not concerning any hu- 
man inſtitution; but is reſtricted wholly to 
one human inſtitution, viz, ſubſcription to 
confeſſions of faith and doctrine; and is far- 
ther reſtricted in the quality of the confeſ- 
ſions, and the end of eſtabliſhing them, vis. 
human, ſyſlematical confeſſions impoſed as 760% 
of Orthodoxy. | 

So that our author doth of attempt, 
what you wonder at. He aims at an im- 
provement of our eccleſiaſtical eſtabliſh- 
ment in a certain particularx. He doth 
not confider it as “ altogether and abſolutely 
« gnlawful”. If he did, you might well won- 
der at his attempt. But he thinks well and 


honourably, Iam perſuaded, of many parts of 
Our Eftabliſhment ; and wiſhes not, nor la- 


bours, as you are ever inſinuating, for the 
| de- 


* « Tye equitable reader will recollect, that my ſubject 


leads me only to one particular, the caſe of Subſcription 


to human Cteeds and Conſeſſions, and other eccleſiaſtical 
forms, which are required to be afſented to, as being agreeable 
to the word of God”, Confefliona), p. 37 7+ 


066 


aeſtruction thereof, but for its reformation 
only. 


WIIL you tell me, “ that ſubſcription is 
te the very eſſence of this eſtabliſhment, and, 
therefore, in propoſing to aboliſh fubſcrip- 
tion, that he, in fact, propoſeth the ſub- 
verſion of the eſtabliſhment itſelfꝰ? Id My 
reply is; ©* That he doth not propoſe the 
« Abolition of ſubſcription, but only, an 
« Expedient for putting it on a better foot- 
« ing”. — He appears not averſe to re- 
taining ſubſcription. And ſor this I appeal 
to your own words. After reciting the De- 
clarations propoſed to be made by the can- 
didates for the miniſtry, you add, — “ And 
« our author acknowledges in Chap. VIII. 
« that he who ſcruples not making theſe de- 
« (Jarations and promiſes, cannot ſeruple suk- 
ce cRIBING them; — We may therefore”, con- 
tinue you, *© I ſuppoſe, without offence, call 
te theſe SUBSCRIPTIONS” . 

TT LETTERS» p. 146. | . 
| | BuT 
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Bur then you will have it, © that the ſub- 


* ſcription which our author admits, is to 


© an human inſtitution — to human forms 
« — to confeſſions in unſcriptural words“. 
What quibbling is this, Sir! We know that, 
what our author propoſes to be declared 
[or ſubſcribed] by candidates for the miniſtry, 
is to be conceived in ſome Form, which, whe- 
ther it conſiſt of his own words, or the words 
of Our church, no one will deny is, in that 
reſpect, an human Form; and, if eſtabliſhed 
by the church, becomes an buman Iaſtitu- 
tion. But is he for requiring aſſent to any 
human, ſyſtematical form of Farru? — Are 
the articles of faith, to which, by a ſolemn 
declaration, or ſubſcription, the candidate is 
to teſtify his unfeigned aſſent and conſent, 
of human authority ? — And are they alfo 
drawn up in a ſyſtematical form? Is 
ſcripture interpreted therein, and the ſenſe 
of it fixed by men? — And is that inter- 
pretation, and fixed ſenſe, ſyſtematically ex- 
prefled? — We are not concerned about 


1 LeTrTiRs, p. 1455 146. 


the 
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the form to be ſubſcribed, any more than 
about the mode of ſubſcribing it; whether 
the candidate ſhould be required to write his 
name on paper, or on parchment. We are 
concerned only about the form of Farrn 
and DocTRINE, to which the form ſubſcribed 
teſtifies aſſent given. And whether our au- 
thor, in the Expedient propoſed, is for requiring 
the candidate's aſſent to an human, ſy ſtemati- 
cal form of FaiTy and DocTRINE, may 
ſoon be known by inſpecting the Expedient 
itſelf: Which is, that the candidate make, 
or ſubſcribe, the following declaration 


0 Tur he is perſuaded that the Holy 


SCRIPTURES Contain ſufficiently all doctrine 
required of neceſſity for eternal ſalvation, 


through faith in Jeſus Chriſt ; That he has de- 


termined by God's grace, out of the ſaid SCRIP- 
TURES, 1 inſtruct the people committed to his 


charge, and to teach nothing (as required of | 


neceſſity to eternal ſalvation} BUT THAT 
which he ſhall be perſuaded, may be con- 
| cluded 
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cluded and proved by the Script un r“. 


SUCH is the Form in which, according 
to our author's plan, the ſubſcribing miniſter 


teſtifies his FAITY, Now, in ſubſcribing this 


Form, doth he teſtify his aſſent to any human 
form, or ſyſtem, of FaiTy and DocrRINRE? 
— He doth not, Sir. He teſtifies his afſent 
to that form of faith and dofrine, which 
Chriſt, and his apoſtles, and the holy pro- 
phets have delivered to mankind. By ſuch 


ſubſcription he is not tied down to teach 


according to any human ſyſtem of Theology. 
Here is no impoſition on the conſcience, or 
on the underſtanding, of the chri/tian can- 
didate, by xing for him the one ſenſe of 
ſcripture : In ſhort, it is not to an human 
ſyſtem, or confeſſion, of faith and  detirine, 
to which our author is for requiring, ſub- 

ſcription 


* CONFESSIONAL, p. 382, THE remainder regards only 
the candidate's engagement to behave in an exemplary 
manner, and particularly to condu# himſelf with propriety, 
fidelity,” and diligence, in the _— of the paſtoral 
office. 
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ſcription ; unleſs the BiBLEs can be reckon- 
ed among human ſyſtems. For to no other 
ſyſtem of faith and doctrine, nor to any 
human explication of the ſame, is a candi- 
date, by this ONT required to teſtify his 


aſſent, 


Tan, | 


STIR, ce. 


LETTER XXIV. 
f SIR, is 
JUR author's expedient, the nature of 
| which was illuſtrated in my laſt, is 
farther objected againſt, as being * far too 
« comprehenſive to anſwer the ends of ſub- 
I « ſcription. — It would not exclude one pa- 
« piſt from our miniſtry ; fince they [the x 
** papiſts] er to ſcripture ultimately for AL. 
L © {err 


— 


” {7 ES 
te their tenellex. N Do they 10 ? — lt 16 a 
circumſtance in their favour 1 have been 
hitherto ignorant of.' T had imagined, that 
for ſome' of their tenets they might refer only 
to Tradition, and, for all their tenets, ultimate- 
ly to the authority of their own Church — 
that on this authority they ground their ſe- 
curity of being in poſſeſſion of the only juſt 
interpretation, or the ont true ſenſe, of {crip- 
ture — that on this they reſt the truth of 
their peculiar doctrines, ſuch as Tranſub/tan- 
tration, Purgatory, Praying to and for dead men, 
under a ſuppoſition of their being alive in 
what they call an Intermediate flate, Tuſti- 
fication by works, &c, — in ſhort, that, for 
papiſts, the Pop in council is zltimately to 
decide on points of faith and doctrine, | 
that to place Scripture above any earthly tri- 
bunal, and allow the Word of God alone 
to decide authoritatively, in matters of con- 
ſcience, is the diſtinguiſhing priviledge claim- 
ed by prateſtants, and ſo gloriouſly aſſert- 
ed againſt the papiſts at the Reformation. N 


. LetTERs, . 145. 
| BuT 
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Bur pray, Sir, conſider | in what light 
this. objection of yours to the comprehen- 
ſiveneſs of our author's plan, places the Eſta» 
bliſhment of which we are members. Re- 
ferring us ultimately to ſcripture, you ſay, his 


Plan will not exclude one papiſt; becauſe the 


papiſts for all their tenets refer ultimately to 
ſcripture. And is it thus, then, vig. by not 
referring ultimately to ſeripture, that Our 
eſtabliſnment is ſuch an effectual barrier a+ 
gainſt popery? — A fine apology truly for 
the church of England! A moſt honourable 
plea for the retention of her ſyſtematical 
forms! — The moſt bitter ſarcaſm her ad- 


verſaries can throw out againſt Her, let me 
tell you, cannot equal the reproach, which 
this weak objection, to putting ſubſcription 


on a more ſcriptural footing, caſts upon Her, 


HoweveR, I can well perceive, that the 
expediency of excluding papiſts is not the 


main object of your plea for continuing 


our preſent forms. No: The ſtriking ob- 


jection to alterations on the broad bottom of 
L 2 {ctip- 


(5) 


ſcripture, is this“; that © hardly any of the 
* numerous ſectaries of the reformed church 
« would in that caſe be excluded, ſince 
« they plead ſcripture- authority alſo, and con- 
_  « ſequently might crowd into our mini- 
4 ſtry — Hinc illæ lachryme ! But, on the 
other hand, what pity, that their very plea 
for the authority of ſacred writ, ſhould be 
thus unfriendly turned againſt them, and be 
brought as a ſtrong objection to admitting 
them into our ſociety, and, conſequently, to 
a ſhare of the gre ten IO: by 
ſubſcriptions ! | 


'T am, 


SIR, &c. 


* LzTTs85, p. 146. 
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Vo aſk, Sir, Whether ſuch a ſub - 
1 « ſcription, as this propoſed by our 
author, be not as liable as a larger form, 
* to the objections he urges againſt a larger 
* form”? — We have ſeen: the Form, in 
which our- author propoſes, that a candidate 
for the Chriſtian miniſtry teſtify - his'' Farrh, 
and what he will make the only rule of his 
teaching. It is not a LARGE Form, to be 
ſure. However, I don't remember, that | 
it is recommended to us for its brevity; or 
that © our author urges any objections againſt 
« larger forms”, merely for their being LAR- 
GER. His objections lye againſt /uch Forms, 
as contain points of faith and doctrine, de- 
cided by human authority, and ſyſtematically 
ſet forth: But the form, propoſed in the 
Confeſſional, doth not bind the ſubſcriber 
to ſubmit his judgement, on any points of 
faith and doctrine, to any man, or any 
body of men, but to the authority of Chriſt 
: only; 


(38 )J 


only; ſetting forth he ſcriptures at large, 
as the only rule of his faith and teaching. 


er may not the Quaker, ou aſk 
< or. any other Enthuſiaſt, who thinks he 
has inſptration, immediate revelation, or the 
ce light within, as lawfully complain of being 
< tied up to take ſcripture for the rule of 
<« teaching, as a Confeſſionaliſt can now com- 
plain“ k? — I don't well underſtand, what 
you mean by, © /azwwfully complaining”. - There 
is no Law, that I know of, to reſtrain the 
one, or the other, from complaining, when 
he thinks himſelf aggrieved. But if you 
mean, that the one may, with as much reaſon, 
complain of being tied up to take ſerip- 
t ture for the rule of teaching”, as the other 
may complain of being tied to an human 
ſyſtem of theology for the rule of chriſtian 
teaching, you muſt be greatly prejudiced 
in favour of human ſyſtems to judge ſo. Be- 
cauſe theſe may be wrong, contain falſe ex- 
plications of ſeripture, or be drawn ay _ 


ED 
an 


(79) 

an intereſted' view, to ſerve certain is 
of a ſecular nature: Whereas, the Word of 
God is ever true, certain, and without deceit : 
and, confequently, as profeſſed chriſtians, thoſe 
cannot reaſonably complain, who are left 
at liberty to teach the way of ſalvation, 
as it is manifeſted in the mord of God: And 
no greater liberty doth a Confeſſionaliſt plead 
for or deſite. If therefore, the other com- 
plain of being tied up, as you call it, by 
ſeripture, he complains, as a De1sT, and, 

as ſuch,” is not to be regarded i in our que- 
fon, 8 on 
"Bur a word with you, Sir, by the bye, 
concerning this ſame Quaker, whom. you 
have thought proper to introduce here, not 
without ſtigmatizing him with the name of 
an'Enthufaft, for thinking he has inſpiration, 
immediate revelation, or the light within, — 
Pray, Sir, let us give good 'Words. It more 
eſpecially becomes ws ſo to do, and to for- 
bear throwing: out this term of reproach 
againſt others; remembering our ſolemn 


.< 8.) 


profeſſion of truſting, that © ws were inwardly 
cx moved by the Holy Ghoſt, to take upon us 
60 the office of miniſtring in the church”, 
Was it ENTHUSIASM, jointly with the Biſhop 
on. our bended knees, to invoke the. Holy 


Ghoſt to coMEe and INSPIRE. aur eus 
10 LIGHTEN them with CELESTIAL Are — 
and enable them with perpetual 1. * Licht 7 — 
Or, what thought we of Inſpiration? when 
the . Biſhop, after the above ſolemn Invo- 
cation, and a Prayer, with the Prieſts | Pre- 


ſent, laid their hands ſeverally upon the 


heads of every one of us that received. the 
order of Prieſthood; we the receivers bum- 


bly kneeling upon our knees, and the, Bi- 
ſhop faying — * * Receive the Holy Ghoſt py 


the office and work. of a Pri e/t in the church 
of God, now committed unto thee by the ino 


þ itton LF, our bands*, Hl ns Ns , THOU. dof 
$15 | | | Fer- 
Sk the office of Ordination of Prieſts. — 


: Has race the late Archbp. of Canterbury, in bis . 
$TRUCTIONS 5% Candidates for Ordiri, obſerves,” that theſe 
words — Rettet the Holy Gl = * were" uſed” by our 
an to his apoſtles, immediately after he bad ſaid, a nay 
— Father 


7 EDIT BL 7 9, 74% Doing 
Forgive they Ars, ron: And whoſe 
Father heth ſent mo, rue fo fond 1 you. God gave not the ſpirit 
by meaſure unto him: And he was able to beſtow what 
meaſure he pleaſed, both of ſpiritual Gifts and Graces, upon 
others... He meant however”, adde his Grace, by this 
BenediRion, to confer eng the . Ordinary o,, — It is. to be 
lamented, that we were not favoured, in this Prelate's life+ 
time, with a work of ſuch great importance to the Clergy 
of che Charch of Fag/and. For my own part, I would not 
have negleAed, nor delayed, with all humility to have re- 
queſted of his Grace, that he would be pleaſed to inform us, 
en what authority from {ctipture, ſo momentous an aſſettion, 
25 this,” was made, It is but too common, by way of de» 
ending articles | eſtabliſhed by human authority, to explain 
them away, If his grace, however, had contented himſelf 
with inflruSing candidates for Orders, that this BenediQion | 
= Receive the Holy Cb — was not to be confidered, in our 
days, in au/ other light,” than as conferring only the Ox - 
vivaty gifts and grace of the ſpirit, or as conferring 
nothing upon the candidate; ſuch a refinement, upon this 
part of the Ordination office, might have paſſed for its cur- 
rent value with thoſe church-men, who think that refnement 
may ſufficiently anſwer the end of reformation. But whatever 
liberty we take, in applying paſſages of ſcripture to Chriſtians 
ſince. the apoſtolic times, ſurely it becomes us to be 
very cautious, what di/infion; we make about the Holy Ghoſt, 
and the gift thereof, as received by the apoſtles themſelves. | 
However common it be to diſtinguiſh between the Ouumaar 


1 1 k 
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6 
fs Hol dof retals; (they ax af Ai Db | 


and 


and ExTiiondritartr gifts of the ſpirit) there appears not 
the leaſt 'foundatibn” fot any ſuch distinction in the paſſagen to 
which the words in queſtion refer: Ar Hy /arber bark fort me, 
even /o find I ji. Au e Bal gan ibn, Be Vrhathid on 
then. ani ſaith unto bm; Recriv yr the' Holy Gbyß. it 
this Benedi&on doth not imply ir it ſome extr ary dindry gifts; 
which the apoſtles were to retive; T cannot underkaud the 
difference between the Words Of #nary ant Extraordinary /+ 
Ses n Eight RG Bra? Bhs 


0 1 again“, ſaith Wer cited pealata, 7 hs, 
Wen of Chriſt to bis apoſtles, immediately after the for- 
mer” —Rective.ye, the, Holy Ghoſt, . But he did not grant to. 
them ihe banane of retaiging the figs of penitent perſpna, 
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by uttering thaw, al the Powers, which the apoſtle hadin 
this reſpeQ”'..—» Is a power then, I would. ak, with ſab- 
nion, pretended, ta_be gr d, io the cangidate ig this re- 
ſpeR, viz, of ,re/aining. and forging .linz? — His, grace men- 
tions two inſtances of the efficacy of theſe words,, when pro · 
nounced. by the biſhop. © When we uſe them, they give 
7 ard, an o/urqnce, that, according to the terms. of that 
«,Goſgel, which you are to preacb, men ſhall be pardayed, / 
« ,or condemned). — But do not thoſe words give equal 
| afſarance, whether they be pronounced by a Biſhop, a Deazgin 
or even a Leyman ? — This is no proof of any power being. 
given to the Progft of retaining or forgiving fins, * Secoudly®, 
ſays. his grace, © they give you a Right of infliging eccle- 
faſtical 


( 
— and this pronounced, In the name of 
the Father, and * the Son, Ki 15 the Holy 
Gb”... ITiZ SALTTA. 
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Haſtical:Cenſores: for a 8 . of taking 
them off; which, in regard to external communian, is retaining 
or , forgiving offences". But is it retajning or forgiving 
ins? Ts "the akiog of 40 Eecleſatical cenſure, which 
which had been inflicted, for inftance, upon an 1 
io fwgive the man bis st ? Sutely not! God alone f. 
giveth fin, and be forgiveth i it throyghrthe man Chriſt — 
lene, and of the ſame, aſurgnceis given, and that, to all Chri- 
ſtians, dy the Goſpel alone. — As to the Right which, his 
Grace-afſeres, is, by utteriug the Words —/Whi/e fins, Ec, — 

Piven, to the Priefs, Ws a PAE Ecdlefiaftical cenſures 
« for « langer, ora ſhorter | time”, I care not to el it. But 
fince i it is aſſerted, that Tuch Wy Power is inherent i in the Prieſt, 
hood”, | nay 1 not 'afle ' withouc” dffetice, *Wheiher Prieſts 
may exerciſe this, Power according to fer un \ diferation ; 
under what ,circomſtanges, /and. i in what, degree, they (hall 
judge meet for the Edification of the Church ? _ See decker 
Light\Charges, &c. p. 51 Ln n N 


3 „ . C3... 5 By | D Sa 14 90 
0 * 


- * . 
4 r * 
5 4 x 
* . 1 — 
* W * - 
Li 


* * 
- * - " 4 9 A 
A *Y * 9 6 3 ot 44 $8 — 3 
n - * * J a 1 # 
, > : - i % 
: - * * 10 - 
is 7 1 | , g 
, — 


OUR next objection, Sir, to our au- 

I thor's catholic| Expedient, is as follows 
—* May not any perſon, who has not had time 
« and opportunity to examine carefully what 
« is urged, or may be urged, for the auther- 
« ticity of the ſcriptures, as well com- 
« plain of being obliged to give his aſſent to 
e ſcripture, and make it the rule of his 
0 teaching, as Confeſſionaliſts can now! com- 
e plain“? — Let me anſwer this queſtion 
by aſking another, — Does our. author in 
his Plan prapoſe,: that any one, who has not 
had time and opportunity to examine care- 
fully into the authenticity of the ſcriptures; 
ſball be obliged, as you term it, to- give his 
aſſent to ſcripture > — If he doth not, (and 
you know he doth. not) Why do you intro- 
duce that as an objection againſt his Plan, 
which is no part of his propoſal n 


e LETTERS, p. 150,51 


Lou 
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You „fancy it poſſible to happen, that 
* a perſon in the 23d or 24th year of his 
« life, may not have had time and oppor- 
« tunity to examine carefully i into the au- 


« thenticity of the ſctiptures”®. — Is this 
an objection to tequiting ſuch a perſon's aſſent 
to ſcripture? — With how much greater 
force then may it be urged,” againſt requiring 
his aſſent to human, ſyſtematical explications 
of ſeripture-doctrine ! = For if, arrived only 
at that age, the candidate has not had time 
and opportunity to examine, with ſufficient 
care, into the authenticity of the ſcriptures, 
whether they be the word of God; how 
has he had time and opportunity, over and 
above, to examine, whether the human 
Syſtem, propoſed to his belief, be here! 
to the feripeares? or Fant! | 


22 e object; That © he may not 3 
< ſo carefully have examined the full import, 
« and obligation, of the promiſes in the Or- 
« dination office, as to e Nel he 


® Laras, p. 150, 11. 
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* can, comply with them a or not , — 
And; why then would you require of fo 
yung à candidate, ſubſcription to much Jor- 
ger forms, than that which our author has 
extracted out of the Ordination office? 
Why alu him (as you ſay, ablige him) 
at that age to make more promiſes . to en- 
ter into more extenſive engage ments in 
ſhort, to. ſubſcribe to our whole ſyſtem, tho he 
has not yet, you ſuppoſe, - ſo carefully 
examined the full import of the promiſes 
he makes but in one part thereof, as to know 
whether he can nn even with e. ar 
not? —.— 1 Et 


Bur of Ga promiſes which the candidate 
FRY orders, according to our author's propalal, 
is to make, you would have done well to 
obſcrve, that our queſtion has reſpe& only 
to one, viz. that which regards faith and doc- 
7rine. And if the full import and ohligation 
of a promiſe © to, inſtruct the peqple, com- 
<-mitted, to his charge out of ſcripture, as 


= 
* LyTTERS, e, 151+; 41 » = | 
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6 

« containing ſufficiently all doctrine required 
« of neceſſity; for eternal ſalxation, through 
« faith in Jeſus Chriſt, and to teach nothing 
« (as required of neceſſity to eternal. fal- 
<« vation) but that which us ſhall be per- 
„ ſuaded, may be concluded ind pro ved 
« by feripture”; I fay, if the full i import, and 
obligation, of ſuch a premiſe is not Taf- 
ficiently obvious to a chriſtian candidate, fo 
chat he. may ſoon know, whether he'can con 
ply with | it, or not, I 256 not any promile, 
regarding religious matters, whoſe full ir im port, 

and obligation, he would be uble to com pte 
hend. This I am fure of, that 66 promiſe can 5 be 
conceived in words leſs Enſnaring to. ons 
ſeiende, or importing a more reaſonable obli 1 
gation, than what a Chriſtian miniſter is bereby 
laid under. R 
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W "OUR Queſtion® — * How will our au- 
* thor proye ne authenticity of. {crip- 
« ture, and. . conſequently that it is more than 
ec « of human authority”? — deſerves not 
an anſwer, That 5 ſcri ptures are the word 


Lo LES TH 


of God, is all along tak en for granted by both. 
fides i in the preſent controverſy. The Deiſt, 
if the diſpute. was with bim, migbt, with 
ſome propriety, put fi uch a queſtion. But our 
author's s Plan is propoſed to Chriſtians, and 


Proteſtants, who profeſs to receive the ſcrip- 
tures, as the word of God: | And in that light, 
Viz. 2s Chriſtians 85 and Fellew-proteftants, you. 
can have no doubt, he regards you, and all 
his opponents from the ſame quarter; what- 
ever groſs inconſiſtency - with that profeſſion 
you, have, in the courſe of the argument, but 
too plainly manifeſted ; whether from a long 


* LETTERS, p. 151. 


attach- 
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ment to fyſtematic forms; an apprehended 
intereſt in the retention of them, or, I am 
more willing to ſuppoſe, a ſincere, but cer- 
tainly, a very weak belief, that they ate A 
neceſſar ſeeurity of the true catholic ant, 


"Wiz as little e and propriety 
you again aſk, % How the eccleſiaſtical, or 
* civil power, ſhould come by the tight of 
*. demanding this aſſent to ſcripture, and 
& anſwers to theſe queſtions ; in the Ordination- 

& office“ — For this is ſtill to queſtion us 
on the foot of infidelity, or however ſeepticiſm: 
But, if you mean only to aſk us, how the 
governors of chriſtian, and more particularly 
of protefiant churches, might more reaſonably 
demand the aſſent of candidates for the mi- 
niſtry to thoſe anſwers, than to ſuch con- 
feſſions of faith, as ate objected to in the 
Confeſſſonal; we can give you entire ſatis- 
faction on that head, by obſerving, that an 
aſſent” to thoſe anſwers leaves the candidate 
in the full enjoyment of his Priviledge | as 4 


4 Eovrens, p. 18. 
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Chriſtian, and a Proteſtant, and the Chureh- 
governors without a pretext for lording it 
afterwards over the faith of the Clergy ; 
Since, in requiring ſubſcriptions to the An- 
ſwers referred to, they demand not aſſent 
to any one human article of faith, If they 
did, what you obſerve would be as much 
to the purpoſe, as it is juſt, viz, that if 
te any perſon, * or perſons, have a right to 
* require ſubſcription to any one article, 
« which they think is a reaſonable ſecurity 
* to the ſociety; they muſt have an equal 
9 right to require ſubſcription to as many 
« as they think reaſonable for the ſame 
«< end”'*, This reaſoning, I fay, is extremely 
juſt; but it is altogether inapplicable to our 
author. For he doth not propoſe, that 
church-governors require- ſubſcription to any 
one article of faith, which they may think 
a reaſonable ſecurity. to the ſociety. That 
would be as great a ſtretch of church- au- 
thority, as one can well imagine. He pleads 
for a ſubſcription to thoſe articles only, which 


® LETTERS, p. 151. 


Al- 
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Almighty God has fixed in his word — 
fixed, as a full and ſufficient rule of faith to 
every chriſtian ſociety — fixed, to the pte- 
cluſion of all authority in Church-governors, 
to ſet forth any one article of faith, which 
_ they might think a reaſonable ſecurity to the 
ſociety. : 


Bur let us ſee how this reaſoning would 
apply to your plea for ſubſcription to human 
forms of faith and doctrine. You make 
church-governors the judges of the one true 
ſenſe of ſcripture. This you allow them 
to have a right to fix in a formulary of their 
own, and to require ſubſcription to the fame 
of every candidate for the office of teaching 
in their church. If then they have a right 
to eſtabliſh any one ſyſtem of faith, which 
they think is a reaſonable ſecurity to the ſo- 
ciety, they muſt have had an equal right to 
have eſtabliſhed any other ſyſtem, which 
they might have thought reaſonable for the 
ſame end: Or, which comes to the ſame 
thing, the governors of every other church 

5 W 
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muſt have an equal right to eſtabliſh, and 
require ſubſcription to, any other ſyſtem — 
to 4s many articles as they think a reaſonable 
ſecurity to the reſpective churches | over alen 
they preſide, 


In arguing thus, how can you avoid the 
following conſequence — That the Claim of 
the Romiſh Church, of an authority to eftabli iſh 
ber ſyſtem of faith or explication of ſcripture 
doArine, is as juſtly founded, as that of the 
church of England, to eftabliſh ber's? — Or 
can you, coherently with the principle on 
which the above reaſoning depends, accuſe 
the former of uſurping an authority over 
men's conſciences, in demanding of her Clergy 
an aſſent to any human explication of ſcrip- 
ture (Tranſub/tantiation, for inſtance) which 
She thinks a reaſonable ſecurity to the ſociety, 
while you allow the governors of a pro- 
teſtant church, the right of demanding afſent 
to any human, ſyſtematic explication of ſcripe 
ture-doctrine, to be held and taught as that 
FATHOLIC faith, whi cb except every one "doth: 


keep, 
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keep whole and undefiled, without doubt be ſhall 
ßeriſb euarlaſtingly? — Look about you, Sir; 
and conſider the ſituation in which ſuch ſort of 
reaſoning places you, Suppoſe yourſelf puſhed 
with this queſtion by a Papiſt; I am per- 
ſuaded, he would have the advantage over 
you. There is no other way of keeping 
our advantage over the papiſts, than firmly 
to adhere to our Original principle, as pro- 
teſtants; in other words, to diſclaim all hu- 
man authority to decide for us, in matters 
of faith and conſcience, and ſubmit ourſelves 
herein wholly to the authority of God's 


Word. 


Bur you ſtep in \ here to plead, upon our 
author's enlarged plan of ſubſcription, for 
your favourite ſcheme of allowing candidates 
to ſubſcribe to our preſent forms of faith with 
. Jatitude, You aſk ; © Why latitude in ſub- 
e ſcription may not as well be allowed under 
« the preſent eſtabliſbment, as in our author's 
te ne modelled one” ? — 1 anſwer, that our 


author doth not propoſe 2 Firm, (which 
you 
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you call a new: modelled Eftabliſhment*,) to 
be ſubſcribed with latitude. If he did, 1 
ſhould have as great an objection to his pro- 
poſal as to your's. I could not juſtly blame 
you for ſuppoſing, that the compilers of our 
articles underſtood them in different ſenſes, 
and alſo intended others ſhould do ſo too.; 
and yet juſtify our author in compiling 
an equivocal Declaration, with an intent that 
it ſhould be underſtood by the ſubſcribers 
thereto, in different and even contrary ſen- 
ſes. 


No, Sir. The Form of words, in which 
our author is for having a candidate for the 
Chriſtian miniſtry declare his faith, and, if 
you will, ſubſcribe to, is not capable of that 
difference, and even contrariety of ſenſes, in 
which you ſay two ſubſcribers may under- 
ſtand our preſent forms}. The candidate, 
Via improperly ſo called, if ſcripture itſelf be of more 
antient date, than any eſtabliſhed formularies, which pretend 
to fix the ſenſe thereof. For Scripture is the model of faith 


and doarine, propoſed in the Conſeſſional. 1720 
"+ Lzrraks, p. 109, 110. ＋ Ibid, p. 122. 


„„ OB 

according to our author's plan, declares ex- 

 preflly his belief or perſuaſion, * that the holy 
ſcriptures [the Books of the Old and New 
Teſtament, generally received among chri- 
ſtians] contain ſufficiently all doctrine, required 
of neceſſity for eternal ſalvation, through faith 
in Jeſus Chrift”. — Now can a perſon ſub- 
ſcribe this Declaration in '/209 or more ſenſes? 
If he can, what will ſubſcription to any form 
whatſoever avail, as a teſt of the ee of 
a teacher 


Tur candidate further declares *©* Hit de- 
termination, out of the faid feriptures, to in- 
flrut# the people committed to his charge, and 
to teach nothing (as required of neceſſity to 
eternal ſalvation) but that which he ſhall be 
perſuaded, nay be concluded and proved by the 
ſcripture,” — And is not this Declaration alſo 
clear, and determinate'? — Can you find 
other words, which might more preciſely fix 
and aſcertain the ſenſe. of it? — Or is it 
poſſible, that different candidates ſhould un- 
derſt and, and ſubſcribe to it, in different 

ſenſes 
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ſenſes— ih any ſenſe but one? — It is not 
; poſſible, The ſenſe of the Declaration is 
fixed; the meaning and ſignification of the 
words, in which it is conceived, being clear, 
preciſe, and unequivocal. And, thetefore, 
to your queſtion — © Why an equal latitude 
may not be allowed in ſubſcribing our pre- 
« ſent forms” I anſwer, that would be 
to allow no latitude. For if the ſenſe of each 
of the 39 articles of the Church of England, 
be as fixed and determinate, - as the ſenſe 
of the Declarations, compiled from the Or- 
dination- office, it certainly is fo clearly fixed, 
as to exclude all diverfity of opinion about 
the meaning of any of the articles ſubſeri- 
bed. NaN va, | 


Bor we are, at preſent, conſidering the Uti- 
my of ſubſcription to human artieles of 
faith, as it gives ſecurity to the ſociety, that 
found doctrine ſhall be taught the people: 
And how can you plead for ſuch a latitude 
in ſubſcribing our preſent articles, without 


Ting your whole * r the neceſſity of 
| eſta- 
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eſtabliſhing them, or any expedjency of re- 
quiring ſubſcription thereto. What neceſſity, 
for. inſtance, for eſtabliſhing the docttine 
of the Trinity, if the ſubſcribing mini- 
ter be left at liberty to teach AxIAx ISN? — 
Why require him to give his el 
aſſent and conſent to the article relating to 
PRR DESTINATION, as a ſecurity to the ſo- 
ciety of his preaching nothing inconſiſtent 
with that doctrine; and yet allow him to 
preach: up ARMINIANISM ? — Or why inſiſt 
on ſecurity being given by the candidate, that 
he will teach and maintain the doctrine of 
juſtification by faith only, if, conſiſtently with 
his ſubſcription, he may believe, and preach 
up the neceſſity of works thereto? — 


Is ſhort; Is not ſuch a ſcheme of ſubſcrip- 
tion, to ſuppoſe, that you come under a ſolemn 
obligation to teach and explain the ſcriptures 
according to a certain rule, according to one 
fixed ſenſe, on the above-mentioned important 
doctrines, viz. the ſenſe fixed by the articles of 
the Church, at the ſame time that the ſub- 


Q ſe ri iption 
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ſcription is ſuppoſed to aug no ſuch obli⸗ 
gation, leaving the candidates to follow, 
each his own judgement, in explaining the 
ſcriptures, as fully as if 'no nes had 
been demanded®* ? — 


To 
* Azcunpicuoe Seeler, in his firſt Charge to his Clergy, 
appears to be ſo ſenfible of an obligation laid upon the 
Clergy by their Su#ſcription, that he thinks it not /ufficient 
to a&moniſh them of their duty to teach the principles. of 
the Goſpel, as ile Truth is in Jeſus: He alſo charges them 
to be aſſiduous in teaching the Goſpel, „s it is- taught 
* by the Church, of which they are members; as you 
« have engaged”, continues he, by your Sub/criptions and 
« Declarations, that you will teach it yourſelves, You 
* mult preach to them Faith in the ever bleſſed Trinity”, 
— Von muſt ſet forth the origina/ Corruption of our 
Nature; our Redemption, according to God's eternal Purpoſe 
in Chrift, by the Sacrifice of the Croſs; our SanRification 
by the influences of the Divine Spirit; the 72 wo 
of our own good works, and the Efficacy of Faith to Salyation” 
PENNEY FR &C. p. 235, 236. 


Taar his. grace 1 sublerlpdon Res of re- 
ligion of a more obligatory nature, than my Correſpondent, 
one while, ſeems willing to allow, is further evident from 
his © Infira&ions given to Candidate: for Orders ArrER their 
4* ſubſcribing. the Articles”, which he opens with the 
following acmonition to he Subſcribers, concerning the 


ſolemnity 
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To lade Be but conſiſtent with 
yourſelf, Sir, and you will find reaſon to re- 
tract this objection. Review all your ob- 
jections with impartiality, and you will per- 
ceive, that they cannot be allowed any weight 
againſt our author's Plan, without a pro- 
portionable allowance in favour of Popery ; 


or that they will make equally againſt any 


attempt towards a. farther improvement of 
Our eccleſiaſtical eſtabliſhment; 


I have done. It is your part, Sir, to accept 


kindly, and to conſider coolly, what has 


been offered on this ſubject in compliance 


with your requeſt. So juſt and reaſonable 


„ © ap yy A 


ſolemnity of their ng « Gentlemen, You have 


« now, made the Subſcription, by law required. And as, 
« in ſo doing, you have acknowledged the Liturgy, and 


Articles, of the church of England, to be-agreeable to 


„the word of God ; I hope you will think yourſelves Bound, 
*« as you ere, to be careful, that the Ioſſrudions which you 
* give; and the Doctrines which you maintain, in public. and 


in private, be agreeable to tbr Liturgy, and- thoſe Articles : 


** that you neither con/radif, nor omit to incultate and 


* And, on pos occeakons, the traths, Which they con- 


17 tain? J 69 or .., Abid, p. 327. | ** ö 


( i ). 
a return for the patient and reſpectful atten- 
tion, with which your arguments, in the 


courſe of this correſpondence, have been re- 
garded, is all the ſatisfaction your friend is 
defirous of obtaining. Do him this juſtice be- 
fore you expreſs publickly your diſſatisfaction ; 
and then he will conclude, that his argu- 
ments muſt have been weak, which have 
failed to convince you — © That you have 
« ſet the de/ign' of the author of the Con- 
e feſſional, in an invidicus and falſe light“ — 
« That your arguments in favour of the 
©* rightÞ, as well as of the utility}, of re- 
“ quiring ſuch ſubſcription as the queſtion 
c hath reſpect to, are inconcluſive—That your 
90 erer; to vindicate the lawfulneſs of 
a latitude in ſubſcribing, is inconſiſtent 
85 with your plea for the utility of ſubſcrip- 
* tion — That your Wann toll, and re- 

22 | flections 


* Ant wrk, &c. Part I. p. 1—22. 
+ Tus Equitable right is confidered in Part. PERS 22. 


to the end of that Part. The nnn Nu is the "Ou 
- of Part II. * 


| +. Consio rap above, p. 1866. 
| Converted above, p. 66. to the End, 
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« flections upon, the Expedient offered by 


« our author, to put this matter of ſubſcription 
te upon a better footing, ſtrike equally againſt 
« all expedients, too plainly indicating what 
te turn they were intended to ſerve”, 
Jam, 
Dear S1R, 
And very bumble Servant, 


BENJ. DAWS ON: 


SS. RK RATA, 


Part I, Page 8. Line 10. for /ea/onablene/;5, read reaſonablene/h, 
part II. 4. —— 16. read Toro; Nd 
——— —16.ä— 14. read 7 was. 

— —37.— 2, for Biſop, read Biſhops. 
Part III. 35. 21. for theerfore, read therefore. 
—— _—,.-1. read whether it. 

— — 5 4.— 14. for nuch, read muff. 
anne —82.— 27. for Secoudly, read Secondly. 


Publiſhed by the ſame Author. 


I. LADY Movyer's LecTures for the 
Years 1764, 1765; with a Diſſertation on 
the Logos, and two Tracts on IN TERMREDTA- 
TISM. 


II. An ExaMiNATION of Dr Rutherforth's 


Argument for Subſcription to Articles of 
Faith. | 


III. A LETTER to Dr. Rutherforth on the 
ſame Subject. | 


IV. An ExaMINATIOnN of an Eſſay on 
Eſtabliſhments in Religion. 


V. An AppRess to the Writer of Three 
Letters to the author of the Confeſſional. 


VI. A Short and Safe ExeeDienT for termi- 
nating the Debates about Subſcriptions. 


VII, Four Occaſional Sermons. 
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